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Ir witt be seen from the order we publish elsewhere that 
the trausfer we anticipated last week has been made of the 
company winding-up business from rs Justice Wricut to 
Byrye and Buckxtiey, JJ., as linked judges of the Chancery 
Division. The order takes effect on after the 10th of 
January next. 
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the County Court Circuit No. "58, in succession to Judge 
Woopratt, who has been transferred to the Westminster 
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Lord Justice Lusx, was called to the bar in 1873, and has 
practised on the South-Eastern Circuit. 





FuNDs - - - £3,000,000, INCOME - £390,000 
YEARLY New Business - Al, 000, (000, BUSINESS IN FORCE - £11,700, 000, 





TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hon. Lord Hatssury (Lord High Chancellor of England), 
The Hon, Mr, Justice Kexewrion. 
The Right Hon. Sir James Parker Drawn, Q.C., D.C.L, 
Wituiam Wiiiiame, 
Ricuarp Penninetox, 


Ir wit be seen from the Order in Council which we publish 
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28th of July, 1893. The new arrangements will not materially 
alter that scheme, but the assizes at Chester, and those 
amg at Swansea and Cardiff, no longer immediately 
ollow the other places on the circuits, but are postponed in 
summer till July and August, and in winter till March. 


In THE case of Le Jackson (reported elsewhere) Buckiey, J., has 
given a decision upon a point which has hitherto been the source 
of a good deal of inconvenience. By section 16 (ii.) of the 
Settled Land Act, 1890, it is provided that ‘“ the persons (if any) 
who are for the time being under the settlement trustees with 
future power of sale, or under a future trust for sale, of the 
land to be sold,” shall be trustees for the purposes of the 
Settled Land Acts. The difficulty arises where land is left to 
several persons, A., B., C., as trustees upon trust for one of them 
—A.—for life, with a power or trust for sale upon A.’s death. 
Who in such a case are the persons who for the time being under 
the settlement are trustees with a future power or under a future 
trust for sale? If it is suggested that A. is to be included, there 
is the objection that the will itself excludes him from occupying 
such a position. Whoever is to exercise the trust for sale, 
certainly he will not, for it does not arise until after his death. 
In one case decided in chambers—Re Nieuwenhuys (see 43 
Soricrrors’ Journat, 326)—OCnurrry, J., adopted this view, and 
held that the trustees for the time being other than the tenant for 
life were trustees for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts. In the 
earlier case of Re Cox and Seadon’s Contract (91 L. T. Journal 
241), however, he is said to have acted on the view that the 
trustee tenant for life was also a trustee for the purposes of the 
Settled Land Acts, and a like decision seems to have been given 
by Srreuine, J., in Re Earp (Wolst. Br. & Ch. Conv. & Settled 
Land Acts (8th ed.), p. 423). In this state of things a formal 
decision on the point was much to be desired, and such 4 
decision has now been given in Re Jackson, Buckuzy, J., has 
wisely, if we may say so, avoided the subtleties which 
inevitably arise when the words “ trustees with future power of 
sale” are construed strictly. It is sufficient that the trustees for 
the time being hold subject to a future power or trust, though 
they may not, or cannot, be the persons who will exercise it. 
No doubt this gives the most natural meaning to the section, 
though it would probably have been differently expressed had 
the precise point been before the draftsman. At any rate, the 
decision settles the matter for practical purposes, and under the 
circumstances referred to, the tenant for life is both the person 
to sell and one of the persons to give a receipt for the purchase- 
money. 





WuaeEn THE Judicial Committee gave their summary decision 
in Marais's case, leaving the reasons to be assigned on a future 
date, we ventured to point out the inexpediency of such a course, 
especially as a marked difference of opinion between the mem- 
bers of the court was apparent in the course of the argument, 
The reasous bave now been given, and it cannot be said that they 
throw much light upon a point of constitutional law which is 
of great imporiavce. The peculiar arrangements of the Privy 
Council forbid any hint of a dissentient minority in the judg- 
ment delivered, and it has doubtless been convenient to 
ignore the assertions of the great common law authorities that 
martial law is inconsistent with the continued sitting of com- 
petent civil cour's, and to base the decision upon the previous 
decision of the Privy Council in Elphinstone vy. Bedreechund (1 
Knapp, 316). But that case, though the short judgment 
delivered by Lord Tzyrzxpzn gives some colour to the 
present decision, really depended upon very different circum- 
stances. Complaint was made, not of the wrongful arrest of a 
civilian subject of the Crown, but of the seizure of treasure 
alleged to have been wrongfully removed in breach of the 
terms of a capitulation; and judgment was given upon 
the ground that ‘‘the proper character of the transaction 
was that of hostile seizure made, if not flagrante, yet 
nondum cessante ello”; in other words, the seizure 
iteelf was an act done in the course of the war. But it is 
obviously quite different where the question is, not of a seizure 
ot booty, but of the nal liberty of a civilian subject; and the 
judgment delivered by the Lord Chancellor makes no reference 





opinion of the law officers in the Oanadian case that thy 
prerogative of exercising martial law ‘‘does not extend beyond 
the case of persons taken in open resistance, and with whom, by 
reason of the suspension of the ordinary tribunals, it is impossible 
to deal according to the regular course of justice” (Forsyth’y 
Oases and Opinions on Constitutional Law, p. 198). No sud 
impossibility seems to have existed in the present case. ()f 
course it may be that the lawyers of an earlier day took too 
high a view of the importance of maintaining civil rights even 
in times of disturbance, but if their authority was to be set 
aside, it would have been done more satisfactorily in a judgment 
which specifically dealt with the matter. 





Tue Lonpon Government Act, 1899, contains a provision 
(section 29) (on the lines of those which have been found ve 
useful in regard to similar questions arising under the Local 
Government Acts of 1888 and 1894) by which the High Court 
is enabled to determine doubts as to whether powers have or 
have not been transferred under the Act tothe new metropolitan 
borough councils. This provision was made use of for the first 
time (so far as reported) in the case of Mayor 4c., of 
Westminster v. London County Council, which came before a 
Divisional Court on the 16th inst. The question was as to the 
transfer to the Westminster Council of the power to licence 
and control temporary wooden structures erected for the 
purpose of viewing processions passing through the city of 
Westminster. Under the London Building Act, 1894, the 
county council had (and still have, subject to the transfer 
effected by the Act of 1899) certain powers and duties of 
controlling the erection and construction of buildings. Part VI. 
of the Act deals with construction of buiidings generally ; Part 
VIL. (sections 82 to 86) with ‘‘ special and temporary buildings 
and wooden structures.” Section 82 deals with the inspection 
by the county council’s surveyors and approval by that council 
of any buildings to which Part VI. isinapplicable, and section 
83 contains certain further provisions as to buildings of a 
temporary character; neither section applies exclusively to 
buildings of wood, iron, or any other specified material. 
Section 84 requires a licence from the county council to be 
obtained for the erection of “ wooden structures.”’” The power 
to licence under section 84 (only), and to take proceedings for 
default in observing the conditions of a licence, is in terms 
transferred to the borough councils by the London Government 
Act, 1899, s. 5,and Schedule II.; no transfer is made in terms 
of any of the powers under the preceding sections. The court 
decided that the power to licence the temporary wooden structures 
for viewivg processions is transferred by the Act, but declined to 
decide what the effect of this transfer may be on the powers and 
duties of the county council under sections 82 and 83. The 
result seems to be that there will be a considerable conflict of 
jurisdiction as to dealing with temporary structures generally ; 
apparently the county surveyors must inspect and report in all 
cases, while the licensing power is held by the county councilor 
by the borough council according to the material of which the 
structure is built. Great confusion must arise unless somé 
further legislation separates and defines the jurisdiction of each 


authority. 





Wuen statute provides that the repetition of an offence shall 
render the offender liable to a heavier punishment, it may fairl 
be argued that the intention is that the punishments for suc 
offences should be of a cumulative character; or, to put 
another way, that a first offender is let off lightly on condition 
that he does not offend again. Section 1 of the Night Poaching 
Act, 1828, is @ provision of this sort. It provides that any 

erson may be punished, on summary conviétion for poaching 
. night, with imprisonment for three months; for a 5 
offence he may receive a sentence of six months on summary 
conviction; and in case he “shall so offend a third time 
he shall be guilty of a misdemeanour, and on convictia 
may get seven years’ penal servitude. Then section 9 of the 
same Act deals with a more serious offence—that is, the mit 


Dec. 21, Igor, 


to the emphatic statements of Lord Hatz (Pleas of the Crown, 
I., 847) and Lord Coxz (Co, Litt. 2495), that when the courts of 
justice are open, it is in point of law a time of peace, or to the 
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eanour of three or more persons poaching by night, armed 
= an offensive weapon, the punishment for which is a 
maximum of fourteen years. In the case of Rex v. Lines, argued 
before the Court for Crown Cases Reserved a few days ago, it 
appeared that the prisoner had been convicted at assizes under 
section 9. Subsequently, he had been convicted under section 1, 
and, lastly, had been indicted at quarter sessions under 
section 1 and convicted. The indictment set out the first 
and second convictions correctly, and charged him with this 
third offence. The question for the court was whether this 
«Jast conviction ” could stand, and the court held that it could 
not. The prisoner was not represented, but the defence made 
for him at quarter sessions was indicated in the case. The 
int is not free from difficulty, but on careful consideration it 
will probably be agreed that the court were right and that the 
indictment was bad. It is to be noticed that the offence 
described in section 9 is included in that described in 
section 1, and therefore this was the prisoner’s third offence 
of night poaching. When he was first charged he might have 
been charged under section 1, in which case he could not 
have received more than three months’ imprisonment. He was, 
however, charged under section 9 and tried on indictment. He, 
therefore, did not receive the indulgence held out by the statute 
to a first offender, and having served his sentence after trial on 
indictment, he was not in a state of probation, but had com- 
pletely expiated his crime. The court, in quashing the 
conviction, held that the words in section 1—“‘shall so offend 
a third time”—refer to proceedings taken on two previous 
occasions under the same section; and that, as there was no 
evidence in this case of two previous convictions under that 
section, there was no evidence of a third offence. For the prosecu- 
tion a case was cited, Rex v. Ball (1 Moo. C. C. 330), which, 
although at first sight in point, will not bear examination as an 
authority for upholding the conviction. Section 2 of the Act in 
question gives power to a gamekeeper to apprehend any person 
found committing the offence mentioned in section 1, but no 
power of arrest is expressly given with respect to the offence 
under section 9. This case merely determines that where three 
or more are found armed by night in pursuit of game, they may 
lawfully be arrested under the power contained in section 2, 
as what is punishable under section 9 is also punishable 
under section 1, though the circumstances of aggravation 
make it liable to a heavier penalty. This is only common 
sense, for if a keeper arrest one of a party of three or more, he 
can be charged under either section ; and it would be the height 
of absurdity if his arrest were to be unlawful in case he were 
charged with a graver offence, whilst it were perfectly lawful 
os case of the charge being for a lesser offence contained in the 
other. 





Mopzrn advertisement has become one of the fine arts, and 
the energy with which it is pursued sometimes brings it into 
collision with the law. At the hearing of a summons before 
the police magistrate at Clerkenwell last week, it appeared 
that the defendant was a fishmonger with premises in 
Pentonville-road. He was summoned, under section 72 of the 
Highway Act, 1835, for wilfully obstructing the passage of the 
footway. What he had done was to exhibit on his premises a 
shark with open mouth displaying formidable teeth, and this 
was enough to attract crowds of people who blocked up the 
footway. The same points which have been taken in previous 
cases were urged on behalf of the defendant. It was said that 
there was no law to prevent any shopkeeper from placin 
objects of novelty in his window ; that the defendant could not 
stop the people fad looking at the shark; that crowds were 
often attracted by Christmas turkeys or rare specimens of 
fish or game, and that it had never been considered that 
such shows were illegal. The magistrate, upon an under- 
taking by the defendant not to exhibit another shark, asked 

@ police to withdraw the summons, saying that there were 
many legal difficulties in the matter. We are not informed as 
to the nature of these difficulties, and the law as to the liability 
for an exhibition or performance on private premises which will 
probably attract a crowd, and thereby obstruct the footway, 


‘seems to be tolerably well settled. A leading case on the subject 
is Rex v. Carlile (6 O. & P. 636). : 


There the defendant, a book- 





seller in Fleet-street, was indicted for exhibiting effigies in his 
shop in the view of persons passing along the highway with 
intent to attract their notice. There seems to be little doubt 
that he succeeded in his object, for there was evidence that 
crowds collected in such numbers as to obstruct the footway and 
to drive aged persons and females into the carriage-road. Pick- 
pockets were encouraged in their depredations, and a neighbouring 
householder stated that, owing to the crowd continually standing 
over his area gratings, his servants were obliged to burn candles 
every day and all day in his kitchen. The defendant contended 
that he was entitled to carry on his business in the way he 
thought proper, and that the nuisance from the crowd was not 
greater than that on Lord Mayor’s Day. But the learned 
judge who presided at the trial, Park, J., said that one nuisance 
did not justity another; that Lord Mayor’s Day was but one 
day, and that, if instead of that it lasted from October to 
November, he would say that it ought to be put a stop to. The 
jury were asked whether the obstruction was the natural result 
of the exhibition in the defendant’s shop, with the result that 
he was convicted. There have, we believe, been other cases 
where attention has been drawn to advertisements in shop 
windows which cause crowds to assemble in such numbers as to 
drive foot passengers from the pavement. In one case at Man- 
chester a shop window was filled with photographs of celebrities, 
while in London, at Cheapside, the attraction was a performing 
clock. These advertisements are not likely to diminish in number, 
and there seems to be a steady increase in the number of those 
who have sufficient leisure to enable them to study objects in shop 
windows. In Barber v. Penley (1893, 2 Ch. 447) Sir Forp 
NortH, on an application for an injunction to restrain the 
lessee of the Globe Theatre from carrying on the théatre so as 
to obstruct the access to or egrees from the plaintiffs’ premises 
by causing crowds to assemble or otherwise, had occasion to 
consider the law with regard to obstructions of the public high- 
way. The learned judge, after discussing several decisions in 
the Chancery Division, and citing a from the judgment 
of Lord TenrerpEn in Rex v. Moore (3 B. & Ad. 184), “‘ifa 
person collects together a crowd of people to the annoyance of 
his neighbours, that is a nuisance for which he is answerable,” 
says: “If a defendant does within his premises what causes a 
nuisance outside, it does not matter whether the nuisance is 
caused by what goes on inside being actually visible outside 
and so causing the crowd to collect, or whether, by reason of 
what is going on or what is about to go on inside, he causes the 
crowd to collect.” The increasing difficulty of passage along 
the streets of London must make everyone anxious that there 
should be no relaxation of the law. 


WE nave frequently referred to the paragraphs which appear 
in the daily papers at the commencement of each legal vacation 
informing an anxious public what the learned judges are doing, 


or propose to do, during their holidays. One would really 
suppose that it is hardly necessary to tell us that these austere 
and discreet personages are not on the wing for questionable 
laces such as Monte Carlo, or unwholesome haunts such as the 
est Coast of Africa ; and that being so, it does not appear to 
matter a brass farthing to anyone (not interested by family ties 
or friendship) where a judge chooses to spend his time. This 
may perhaps have occurred to the pseudo-detective who dogs 
the footsteps of the departing judges, for we find a new 
development in the paragraphs with regard to the Christmas 
vacation. We are informed by a daily instructor that a certain 


g | learned judge “will stay in town during the Christmas 


vacation instead of going to his country house. This is not in 
accordance with his usual practice, as he has not the reputation 
of being very fond of London or society, and usually hurries 
off to his estate to escape the ‘ madding crowd.’ By the way, it 
is on this estate that a notice-board is with the curious 
inscription, ‘ Tres rs will not be ted.’”” The para- 
graphist, evidently feeling that there is but a lukewarm interest 
in what a judge is going todo during his vacation, now tries 
the device of telling the world what he is not going to do. 
There are unbounded possibilities in this line; we may next 
hear that a learned judge is “not going to allow his temper to 
get the better of him during the Ghristmas vacation. is is 
not in accordance with his usual practice,” &o., &c. 
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COLLATERAL ADVANTAGES IN MORTGAGES. 


Tre decision of the House of Lords this week in Woakes §- Co, 
v. Rice (reported elsewhere) constitutes an important addition to 
the numerous cases which have arisen recently with respect to 
the mutual rights of mortgagor and mortgagee. The principle 
that no agreement entered into between the parties at the time 
of the mortgage can make the mortgage irredeemable was 
emphatically affirmed by the House of Lords in Salt v. Marquis 
eitenghe (40 W. R. 529; 1892, A. ©. 1); in other words, 
the mortgage agreement must contain nothing which fetters the 
due exercise by the mortgagor of the equity of redemption. 
“Equity,” said Bowzy, LJ., when that case was before 
the Court of Appeal, “will permit of no attempt to clog, 
fetter, or impede the borrower’s right to redeem and 
to rescue what was, and still remains in equity his 
own.” And in the recent case of Lisle v. Reeves (ante, p. 67) the 
Court of Appeal further affirmed the doctrine by expressing 
disapproval of Bucxuzy, J.’s, ruling that its application was 
restricted to the period subsequent to the day originally fixed 
for redemption. The principle is one inherent in the law of 
mortgage, and applies as between mortgagor and mortgagee 
from the moment when the mortgage is made. The right of 
redemption is a necessary incident of the transaction, and this 
right allows of no restriction at the time of the mortgage, 
though it is competent for the mortgagor to abandon it 
subsequently. 

There is no doubt, therefore, as to the correctness of the 
second part of the well-known dictum in Jennings v. Ward (2 
Vern. 520): ‘‘A man shall not have interest for his money, 
and a-collateral advantage besides for the loan of it, or clog 
the redemption with any by-agreement.” Anything which “clogs” 
the redemption is absolutely prohibited. The prohibition of a 
collateral advantage, on the other hand, was expressly set aside 
by the Court of Appeal in Biggs v. Hoddinott (47 W. R. 84; 
1898, 2 Ch. 307), a decision of which both Lord MacnacuTen 
and Lord Davzy expressed approval on the present occasion. 
In that case the defendants in 1896 mortgaged a hotel to the 
plaintiff, who was a brewer. The mortgage deed contained 
@ proviso that the mortgage money should not be called 
in for five years, aud there was a covenant binding 
the defendants to take from the plaintiff during the 
continuance of the security all malt liquors required 
for the premises. The mortgagors claimed to disregard 
this covenant as being a collateral advantage obtained by the 
mortgagee and therefore void; but Romer, J., upheld it, and 
his decision was affirmed by the Court of Appeal. The pro- 
position, Liyvpizy, M.R, pointed out, as stated in Jennings v. 
Ward is too wide. The real principle is, he added, that “a 
mortgage is regarded in equity as a security for the money 
advanced, and a mortgagor can always redeem on payment of 
principa), interest, and costs, and no bargain which prevents that 
will be enforced or regarded.’ The collateral advantage for 
which the mortgagee has stipulated must not be unconscionable, 
but, subject to this, it is perfectly valid, provided that it does 
not impose any fetter upon the mortgagor’s right to redeem on 
peyment of his principal, interest, and costs. 

Biggs v. Hoddinott the covenant tying the hotel to the 

was expressly limited to the continuance of the 

security. It presented no impediment to the mortgagors 
redeeming, and immediately on redemption it came to an end 
Henee, it being allowed that a collateral advantage which did 
not the equity of redemption was permissible, no objection 
taken to it. But this restriction of the covenant to 

the continuance of the security was set aside in the mortgage 
which came in question in Noakes & Co. v. Rice (reported in the 
courts below as Rice v. Noakes & Co., 48 W. R. 629; 1900, 2 
Oh. 445). In 1897, the plaintiff, a licensed victualler, 
purchased the lease of a public-house for £6,800. The term 
created by the lease would expire in 1923. To make up the 


Po sr aha the plaintiff borrowed £4,850 from the 
, who were brewers, and this sum was secured by a 


first mortgage on the premises. The mortgage contained a 
proviso for redemption on payment of principal and interest, 
and also a covenant purporting to run with the premises, into 

er possession the same should come, that the mort- 





gagor would not during the continuance of the term, whether 
any moneys should be owing on the security or not, use upon 
the premises any malt liquors except such as should be pur. 
chased from the mortgagees. 

It is obvious that this covenant constituted a breach of the 
rule that a collateral advantage must not clog the equity of 
redemption. If the covenant remained operative during the 
whole of the residue of term, then the mortgagor, upon pay- 
ment of principal, interest, and costs before the expiration of 
the term, would not get back the property which he mortgaged, 
He would have a reconveyance of the premises indeed, but they 
would, apparently, remain subject to the restriction imposed by 
the covenant, and, as a subject of property, they would return 
to him materially impaired. Hence the House of Lords had 
no hesitation in affirming the result arrived at by Oozzns. 
Harpy, J., and the Court of Appeal, and in holding the 
covenant to cease upon redemption. “It is a well-established 
principle,” said the Lord Onancellor, “that a mortgagor 
on redemption is entitled to have his original estate in the same 
condition as that in which it was when the mortgage was 
created”; and Lord Macnacuren said: ‘‘ Redemption is of the 
very nature and essence of a mortgage as mortgages are 
regarded in equity. It is inherent in the thing itself, and it is, 
I think, as firmly settled now as it ever was in former times that 
equity will not permit any device or contrivance designed or 
calculated to prevent or impederedemption. It follows as a 
necessary consequence that, when the money secured by a 
mortgage of land is paid off, the land itself and the owner of 
the land in the use and enjoyment of it must be as free and 
unfettered to all intents and purposes as if the land had never 
been made the subject of the security.” Upon redemption, 
consequently, the covenant tying the public-house ceased to be 
operative. 

The only difficulty that has been felt by any of the courts in 
dealing with the case arose out of the decision of the Oourt of 
Appeal in Santley v. Wilde (48 W. R. 90; 1899, 2 Ch. 474), 
In that case there was a mortgage in 1895 of a lease of a 
theatre to secure an advance, and, as a consideration for the 
advance the mortgagor agreed to pay to the mortgagee a 
specified share of the profit-rental of the theatre for the residue 
of the term, which expired in 1905. The Court of Appeal held 
that the mortgagor could not redeem so as to get rid of the 
liability to pay the share of rent, and the decision 
was based upon the ground that the mortgage was 
intended to be a security, not only for the money 
advanced, but also for the recurring payments on account of 
profit-rents during the currency of the lease. In other words, 
the right of redemption was not to arise until the mortgagee had 
not only been paid his principal and interest, but had also 
been fully satisfied in respect of the collateral advantage for 
which he had bargained. If, however, the property could thus 
be burdened with the collateral advantage after the mortgagor 
was ready to repay the advance, there was plausible ground for 
urging that in Noakes § Co. v. Rice also the covonant, which 
was a consideration for the mortgage, might still attach to the 
mortgaged property even after redemption. But the principle 
on which this latest case has been decided — that the 
mortgagor, on payment of principal, interest, and costs, 
is entitled to have his property restored to him as though 
it had never been made subject to the security—shews that 
Santley v. Wilde was wrongly decided, and both Lord 
Maocnacuren and Lord Davey intimate this opinion in their 
judgments. It is interesting to notice that Santley v. Wilde has 
been similarly treated recently by the Court of Appeal in Ireland 
in Brown vy. Ryan (1901, 2 Ir. R. 653), where the doctrine that 
the mortgagee could secure for himself any advantage whatever 
after the property had once been redeemed by payment of 
principal, interest, and costs was emphatically repudiated. 

It is settled, then, that any collateral advantage for which 4 
mortgagee stipulates can only be enforced by him so far as it 
does not interfere with mortgagor's unrestricted right to redeem 
on payment of principal, interest, and costs. This result will 
be useful in dealing with the doubt which has hitherto existed 
as to the right of a mortgagee to charge a commission for the 
advance or to charge for personal services. It was held in 
Potter v. Edwards (26 L. J. Ch. 468) that on making the 
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advance a commission might be deducted from the sum 
advanced, and the security nevertheless taken for the full 
amount, and this was followed in Mainland v. Upjohn (37 W. R. 
411, 41 Ch. D. 126). The reason assigned was that there was 
a supposed payment of the entire sum, and a repayment of part 
by way of commission. In Biggs v. Hoddinott (supra) Ourrry, 
L.J., characterized the fiction as untrue and unreasonable, and he 
would have treated the cash actually received by the mortgagor 
as the amount of the advance. But, however, it may be in 
a case where the mortgagee has the prudence to deduct his 
commission—and for the present Potter v. Edwards and 
Mainland v. Upjohn may be taken as settling the matter in 
favour of the mortgagee—it seems clear that, if it is not so 
deducted and is not paid during the continuance of the mortgage, 
he cannot add it to the — when the mortgagor comes to 
redeem, and apparently he cannot recover it by action against 
the mortgagor after redemption. That he cannot add it to the 
principal was held by Kay, J., in James v. Kerr (37 W. R. 279, 40 
Oh. D, 449), and it follows from the decision of the House of 
Lords in Noakes & Co. vy. Rice. The mortgagor must get his 
roperty back on payment only of principal, interest, and costs 
No commission can be charged at the time of redemption. Nor 
can he recover it by action against themortgagor after redemption. 
Brown v. Ryan (supra) is an authority against such recovery, 
and it has been approved in the House of Lords. In Brown v. 
Ryan the mortgagee, who was an auctioneer, stipulated that the 
property should be sold within a year, and that he should have 
the sale and be paid a commission of 5 per cent. on the 
purchase-money, or should receive the same amount if it was 
sold by anyone else. The property was sold within the year by 
another auctioneer, and after redemption and reconveyance, the 
mortgagee sued for the commission, but the Irish Court of 
Appeal dismissed his action. After redemption the mortgagor 
was free from all claims on the part of the mortgagee. The 
same principle applies to all payments for personal services for 
which a mortgagee bargains. If they are made during the 
continuance of the mortgage, they can doubtless be retained. 


But if they are not so made, they certainly cannot be added to 


the mortgage-money on redemption. In this respect Noakes § 
Co. v. Rice affirms Broad vy. Selfe (11 W. R. 1036) and Field v. 
Hopkins (44 Ch. D, 524). And apparently the mortgagor is 
released also from any personal claim. A mortgagee may 
obtain a collateral advantage, but his enjoyment of it is 
restricted to the benefit it gives him while the loan is out- 
standing. 





REVIEWS. 
NEGOTIABLE SECURITIES. 


THe Law oF NEGOTIABLE SECURITIES. 81x LECTURES DELIVERED 
AT THE REQUEST OF THE CoUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. By 
Wr114M Wis, K.C., Judge of County Courts. SECOND 
Epition. Stevens & Haynes. 


The courses of lectures devised by the Councll of Legal Education 
have had the merit of producing some very readable books, and not 
the least readable is the sketch of the law of negotiable securities by 
Judge Willis, of which the second edition now lies before us. The 
learned author has a happy knack of combining practical knowledge 
of commercial instruments with the legal learning ing upon 
them, and we can confidently recommend all students of the 
subject to read this volume. If it pretended at all to 
the nature of a formal treatise, a more careful revision 
of the text would have been necessary. The important case 
of Scholfield y. Earl of Londesborough (43 W. R. 331, 45 W. R. 
124), for instance, is still discussed as  - it had never gone 
beyond the Court of Appeal, and the author is content with 
stating in the preface that it was affirmed in the House of Lords, 
though without giving any references. This wayof doing things 
is a httle slipshod, but the reader will easily pardon it in considera- 
tion of the general excellence of the work. There is more justification 
for the policy pursued by Judge Willis of abstaining from further 

on of the question of the extent to which Crouch v. Crédit 
Foncier (L, R. 8 Q. B, 374), forbidding the creation of new negotiable 
instruments, has been overruled by Goodwin v. Robarts (L. R. 10 Ex. 
337), He calls attention in the preface to the judgment of 
Kennedy, J., in Bechuanaland Exploration Oo. v. London Trading 
Bank (1898, 2 Q, B. 658), allowing negotiability to debentures to 

, and to the opposing views expressed by Mr. Bosanquet and 





Mr. Palmer, and there leaves the matter. The question must remain 
debateable until there has been a decision of the Court of Appeal. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The English Reports. Vol. XIII.: Privy Council IL, containing 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
AN ANCIENT CONVEYANCE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—In a recent number of the Proceedings of the Society of 
Biblical Archeology there is a translation of an Egyptian convey- 
ance of about 200 years B.C. which is of much interest. 

The receipt clause, the operative part, and the covenants for title 
are couched in more poetical terms than our cold con cers allow 
themselves. ‘‘ Thou hast satisfied my heart with the money of my 
land. [Then follow the parcels, with the boundaries.) I have given 
it to thee, it is thine, it is henceforth thy land. . . . I have 
received its price at thy hand, full, without any remainder. My heart 
is satisfied with it. I havenothing on earth to do to thee in its name. 
Nor shall any man on earth be able, nor I likewise, to have power 
over it without thee from to-day onward. He thatshall come to thee 
on account of it in my name or in the name of any man on earth, I 
will cause him to depart from thee ; and I will purge it for thee in 
regard to any writing, any deed, any word of the world at all times. 
Thine are its writings, its deeds, in every place in which they are. 
Every writing that they have made with to it, together with 
every writing that they have made for me with regard to it, together 
with every writing that I have claim to in its name, thine are they, 
with their right ; thou art he in whose name I have claim to it. The 
oath, the causing to stand . . that they shall put upon thee in 
the place of justice, in the name of the right of the writing that is 
written above that I have made to thee to cause me to make it, I 
will 4o it without making any deed, any word of the earth with 
thee.” Gray HI. 

10, Water-street, Liverpool, Dec. 14. 





THE LAND REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—I have just had my first experience of taking up a registered 
title, and I have not the same confidence in advising a client to pay 
his money on such a transaction as I had under the old system of 
the transfer of land. ‘ ; 

Formerly I received an abstract of the vendor's title, which 
exhibited charges on the pi and indicated the restrictive 
covenants and conditions to w it was subject, and this I could 
examine at mine ease, : ; 

Now, the most I get is a Gory of the Land Registry’s brief 
certificate that some one is enti’ to something, accompanied by an 
authority for me to go to the registry and find out there pont Pon 
more which I want to know, . 

This privil is attended with an oppressive of insecurity 
in case I should happen Os ae we re, OE Dee e hurry of a 

ublic place, to comprehend the effect of any entry which I did 

d, and accompanied by a knowledge of the responsibility I should 

a in case eb such —- aint “ wit 
arriving registry I am referred to a weigh’ ume 
of formidable dimensions which gives some little information and 
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sends me off to other heavy volumes, and refers me to a map, on too 
small a scale to be of a. Bs service in the important matter of 
boundaries, which 1 have to obtain aud make what I can of, and then 
the book refers me to another big volume supposed to refer to charges 
and mortgages on the land ; to this I go in the hope of discovering to 
whom, and on what account,.a charge of so much a year mentioved 
in Vol.I is payable, but I find that it is not alluded to there, and I 
have to resort to the old plan of requisitions to ascertain this. 

Vol. I. also refers me to yet a third big book for particulars of any 
restrictions or covenants — to the property, and I have there- 
fore to go through that as well. ' ; 

All A ad eocniions have to be conducted in a public place quite 
different from the calm and leisure of one’s accustomed office, and one 
always feels that there is a possibility of something being hidden away 
somewhere which one may fail to discover, and of the gravity of the 

I much prefer the old plan of @ deliberate examination of an 
abstract of title at home to this publicinquiry, and to have my facts 
in a few deeds rather than as entries in public books. W. R. 

Bedford-row. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 


At the court at St. James’s, the 10th day of December, 1901. 
Present, the King’s Most Excellent Majesty in Council. 

Whereas it is expedient that the operation of the Order in Council 
dated the 18th day of July, 1898, and made pursuant to the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, should be further postponed as regards the City 
of London: Now itit is hereby ordered and declared that the said 
order is to be read and to take effect as if, instead of the words “‘ first 
of May, 1901,” the words “ first of March, 1902,” had been inserted 
in the Schedule thereto. A. W. Fitzroy. 





THE COMPANIES (WINDING-UP) ACT, _ 18go. 
: Orper or Court, 


Whereas, by an order dated the 6th of November, 1897, I did order 
that on and after the 2nd day of November, 1897, the jurisdiction of 
the High Court, under the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, 
should, until further order, be exercised by Mr. Justice Wright, 
sitting and acting for the purpose of the exercise of such jurisdiction 
as an additional judge of the Chancery Division, and that the said 
judge should, on and after the day aforesaid, and until further order, 
be the ju of the High Court assigned for the purpose of the 
exercise of that jurisdiction, pursuant to the Companies (Winding- 
up) Act, 1890. 

ow, therefure, I do hereby, by virtue of the powers vested in me 

by section 2 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, section 5 of 
the Sapreme Court of Judicature Act, 1884, and all other powers 
me in that behalf, order that on and after the 10th of 
January, 1902, the jurisdiction of the High Court under the 
Companies’ (Winding- p) Act, 1890, shall until further order be 
exercised by Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr. Justice Buckley, and that the 
said judges shall, until further order, be the judges of the High 
Court assigned for the purpose of the exercise of that jurisdiction, 

it to the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. 

And I do further order that all matters and actions in the Chancery 
Division which are on the 10th of January, 1902, pending before Mr. 
Justice Wright be transferred and assigned to the said Mr. Justice 
Byrne and Mr. Justice Buckley. Harssury, C. 





NEW SUPREME COURT RULES. 
1.—General Rules pursuant to the Supreme Court of Judicature 
(Officers) Act, 1879. 
1, There shall be amalgamated with the Central Office the follow- 
ing Offices, namely :— 
The Chancery Taxing Office. 
The Bankruptcy Taxing Office. 
The Taxing Department of the Office of the Masters in 


The Taxing Department of the Office of the Registrar in Com- 
panies Winding-up. 
2, There shall be transferred to the Central Office— 

(a.) The existing Chancery Taxing Masters and the existing 
Bankruptcy Taxing Master with their respective Clerks 
and messengers or the Clerks and messengers employed 

in their respective offices. 
(b.) The existing Clerks in the Taxing Department of the 
Office of the Masters in Lunacy. 


3. The two oes Rules shall come into operation as regards 
the Chancery Division on the 11th January, 1902, and a8 seunele the 











other offices mentioned at the dates hereafter prescribed by Rulest) | 


be made under the Acts applicable to those offices. 
II.—Rules of the Supreme Court, January, 1902. 


OrpeER III. RULE 6. 


1. Order III., Rule 6 (F) shall be read as if after the work 
“« notice to quit,” the words ‘‘ or has become liable to forfeiture for 
non-payment of rent’ were inserted. 


ORDER V. RULE 6. 


2. Order V., Rule 6, shall be read as if the word “except” were 
inserted therein in lieu of the word “including.” 


OrpER XIV. RULE 10. 


3. A tenant shall have the same right to relief after a ju 
under this Order for recovery of land on the ground of forfeiture for 
non-payment of rent as if the judgment had been given after trial, 


OrpDER LIV. RULE 9A. 


4, Order LIV., Rule 94, shall be read as if the words “‘ of the same 
Division of the High Court’’ were omitted therefrom. 


OrvER LXI. RUvLE 1. 


5. Clause 4 of the Scheme to Order LXI., Rule 1, shall be read as 
if the words ‘‘ in the Queen’s Bench Division except such costs as have 
heretofore been taxed in the Queen’s Remembrancer’s Office or the 
Crown Office,” were omitted therefrom. 


OrpDER LXV. RULE 2. 


6. The following paragraph shall be added at the end of Order 
LXV., Rule 2,— 

And an order giving a party costs except so far as they have been 
occasioned or incurred by or relate to some particular issue or part of 
his proceediogs shall be read and construed as excluding only the 
amouaot by which the costs have been increased by such issue or 
proceedings. 

OrpER LXV. Rozz 18. 

7. Order LXV., Rule 18, is hereby annulled and the following 
Rule is substituted therefor : 

The Lord Chancellor may by order from time to time direct that 
the taxation of costs in any particular class of busiaess to be specified 
in the order shall be referred to one or more Taxing Masters 
or Taxing Officers to be named or described in such order, but 
subject to any such direction the business of the Taxing Department 
of the Central Office of the Supreme Court shall be regulated and 
distributed by the Taxing Masters in such manner and order as the 
Taxing Masters may deem expedient. Provided that in any case 
where there shall have been any former taxation in the same cause or 
matter or in any summons under Order LV., Rules 3 to 4, relating 
to the same estate or trust, the taxation shall go to the Taxing Master 
before whom such former taxation took place, 


OrpEerR LXV. Rute 23. 


8. Order LXV., Rule 23, shall be read as if instead of the words 
‘In Interlocutory applications” the words ‘‘In any case” were 
inserted. 

OrpvER LXV. RvLzE 27 (17). 


9. Regulation 17 of Order LXV., Rule 27, is hereby annulled and 
the following Regulation is substituted therefor : 

(a.) The costs of inspection of documents shall be in the 
discretion of the Taxing Master, but no allowance is to 
be made for any inspection unless it is shewn to the 
satisfaction of the Taxing Master that there were good 
and sufficient reasous for making such inspection. 

(b.) The Taxing Officers of the Supreme Court or of any 
division thereof shall have power and authority to 
meke one or more interim certificate or certificates 
allocatur or allocaturs in any taxation for any portion 
or portions of the taxed costs directed to be taxed 
without waiting until a certificate for the full amount 
can be made. 


‘ OrnpDER LXV. RULE 27 (29). 

10. Regulation 29 of Order LXV., Rule 27, is hereby annulied and 
the following Regulation is substituted therefor :— 

On every taxation the Taxing Master shall allow all such costs, 
charges and expenses, as shall appear to him to have been necessary 
or proper for the attainment of justice or for defending the rights of 
any party, but save as against the party who incurred the same 20 
costs shall be allowed which appear to the Taxing Master to have 
been incurred or increased through over caution, negligence of 
mistake or by payment of special fees to Geanell a eolial dh 
or expenses to witnesses or other persons, or by other unusual 
expenses, 


Dec. 21, Igur, 
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OrDER LXV. RULE 27 (37). 

11. The following ph shall be added at the end of Order 
LXV., Rule 27, Regulation 37 :— 

But the Taxing Masters shall have power to revise and regulate 
the practice in regard to taxation of costs, and the allowance of fees 
go as to assimilate the allowances for costs, and to secure uniformity 
upon all taxations so far as may be practicable and expedient. 


OrnpDER LXV. RUvLE 27 (384). 


12, Order LXV., Rule 27, Regulation 384, is hereby annulled, and 
the following Regulation is substituted therefor : 

If upon any taxation it shall appear that the costs have been 
increased by unnecessary delay or by improper, vexatious, prolix or 
unnecessary proceedings, or by other misconduct or negligence, or 
thet from avy other cause the amount of the costs is excessive 
having regard to the nature of the business transacted or the 
interests involved or the money or value of property to which the 
costs relate or to the other circumstances of the case the Taxing 
Master shall allow only such an amount of costs as may be 
reasonable and proper and may assess the same at a gross sum, 
and shall (if necessary) apportion the amount among the parties if 
more than one. 

The provisions as to the review of taxations shall apply to 
allowances and certificates under this Rule. 


OrpER LXV. RUvtE 27 (89). 


13, Regulation 39 of Order LXV., Rule 27, shall be read as if after 
the word “‘ signed” the words “or such earlier time as may in any 
case be fixed by the Taxing Master” were inserted, and as if after the 
word “‘same” the following words were inserted, ‘‘ The Taxing 
Master may if he shall think fit issue pending the consideration of 
such objections a certificate of taxation or allocatur for or on account 
of the remainder of the bill of costs and such further certificate or 
allocatur as may be necessary shall be issued by the Taxing Master 
after his decision upon such objections.” 


OrvER LXXI. RULE 1. 


14, Order LXXI., Rule 1, shall be read as if the words from 
“Taxing Officer” to ‘‘ respectively” inclusive were omitted there- 
from, and the words “‘ Taxing Master or Taxing Officer refers to and 
includes the Masters of the Supreme Conrt for the time being acting 
as Taxing Masters of the Taxing Department of the Central Office 
of the Supreme Court or other person whose duty it is to tax costs 
in any Division or Department of the Supreme Court” were inserted 
and as if after the words ‘‘ Central Office of the Supreme Court of 
Judicature” the words ‘‘ The Taxing Department of the Central 
ps ae shall be known as the Supreme Court Taxing Office” were 

ed. 

15, Clause No, 184 of Appendix N of the Rules of the Supreme 
Court, 1883, is hereby annulled, 

16. These rules may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme Court, 
January, 1902, and each rule may be cited separateiy by the heading 
thereof with reference to the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, 
They shall come into operation on the 11th day of January, 1902. 


(Signed) Hatssvry, OC. 
ALVERSTONE, C.J. 
R. Henn Coriuins, M.R. 
F. H. Jzunsz, P. 
R. VAUGHAN WILLIAMs, L.J. 
H. H. Cozens-Harpy, L.J. 
A. M. CHANNELL, J. 
W. C. REnsHAw. 
H. H. Fow er, Pres. Law. Soc. 


The i3th of December, 1901. 


WELSH SUMMER AND WINTER CIRCUITS, 


At the Court at St. James’s, the 10th day of December, 1901. Present, 
The King’s Most Excellent Majesty in council. 

Whereas by an Order in Council, bearing date the 28th day of July, 
1893, as subsequently amended, certain arrangements as regards the 
circuits of the Judges were approved : 

And whereas it is dient that the said Order be amended with 
ard to the Winter and Summer Assizes on the North and South Wales 


Now, therefere, His Majesty in Council is pleased to order, and it is 
hereby ordered as follows : 

In the Order in Council relating to Circuits, dated the 28th day of July, 
1898, the Schedule to this Order shall be substituted for so much of the 
scheme in the Schedule to the said Order of July, 1893, as relates to the 
Winter and Summer Assizes on the North and South Wales Circuits : 
and the said Order in Council shall take effect subject to the substitution 
made by this Order, and any copy thereof hereafter printed may be 
printed with the substitution made by this Order. 

A. W. Frrznoy. 


ScuEDuLe. 
Circuits of the Judges Civil and Criminal Summer Circuit. 
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— | North element amd | South Wales and Chester. 
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Circuits of the Judges Civil and Criminal Winter Circuit. 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
Curistmas Vacation, 1901. 
Notice. 

There will be no sitting in court during the Christmas Vacation. 

During the Christmas Vacation, all applications “* which ma require to 
be immediately or promptly heard,” are to be made until Tuesday, 
December 3st, inclusive, to the Lord Ohief Justice of England, and after 
that date to the Honourable Mr. Justice Joyce. - 


The Lord Chief Justice will act as Vacation Judge 
December 23rd, to Tuesday, December $list, both days inclusive. 
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lordship will sit in King’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Monday, December 
30th. On other days, within the above period, applications in urgent 
matters may be made to his lordship by post or rail. 

Mr. Justice Jovce will act as Vacation Judge from Wednesday, 
January ist, 1902, to Friday, January 10th, both days inclusive. 
His lordship will sit in King’s Bench Judge’s Chambers on Tuesday, the 
January 7th. On other days, within the above period, applications in 
urgent matters may be made to his lordship by post or rail. 

In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel may be sent to the 
judge by book-post or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of the 
affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, ona separate 
sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may consider the 
applicant entitled to, and also an envelope capable of receiving the papers, 

reesed as follows: ‘‘ Chancery Official Letter: To the Registrar in 
Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Oourts of Justice, 
London, W.C.”’ 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate‘of writ issued, must also be sent. _ 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the judge for the time being acting as Vacation Judge 
can be obtained on application at the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, 
Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 

The Chambers of Mr. Justice Byrne and Mr. Justice Buckley (E to K) 
will be open for vacation business only, from 11 to 2 on Tuesday, 
December 24; Friday, December 27; Tuesday, December 31, 1901; 
— January 1; Thursday, January 2, and Friday, January 3, 

2. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 
NOAKES & CO. v. RICE. 17th Dec. 


Morrcacr— Pusiic-novse—‘** Trep Hovsz’’—Crioceinc REDEMPTION — 
LeasgHotp—Once a Mortcace Atways A Mortcace. 


In 1897 the respondent purchased the lease of the King’s Arms, 
Camberwell, from the second mortgagees. In order to carry this out, the 
appellants, who were brewers and first mortgagees under a mortgage 
which contained provisions almost identical with those of the mortgage 
mentioned below, released their security, and advanced respondent 
part of the purchase-money, taking a first mortgage as security for 
the advance, By the mortgage deed, dated the 7th of October, 1897, 
the respondent demised the leasehold premises and fixtures and 
the goodwill to the appellants subject to the proviso of redemption, 
and the same indenture contained the following covenant: ‘‘ And 
for the considerations aforesaid the mortgagor, so as to charge the 
premises hereinbefore expressed to be hereby demised into whosoever 

ion the same may come, whether by act of the party or by operation 
of Jaw, or by any other ways or means howsoever, and to the further 
intent thatthe obligation of this covenant may run with the land, doth 
hereby covenant with the company that the mortgagor shall not nor will 
atany time during the continuance of the term aforesaid, and whether any 
principal moneys or interest shall or shall not be owing upon the security 
of these presents, use or sell or permit to be used or sold in, upon, or 
about the said demised premises any malt liquors, except such as shall be 
bond fide purchased by the mortgagor of the company ; and, further, that if 
and whenever there shall be a breach of the said covenant he, the mortgagor, 
shall and will pay to the company the sum of £1,000 as and for ascertained 
liquidated damages for each such breach, and will sell all such malt liquors 
pure, unadulterated, and unmixed, and of the like strength, character, and 
quality in all respects as the same shall be supplied to him.’’ On the 
24th of March, 1898, the respondent gave notice to the appellants of 
his intention to pay off the moneys secured by the said indenture of the 
7th of October, 1897. The appellants, however, though willing on payment 
to reconvey or transfer the property, refused to release or assign the 
covenant, so the present action was brought by the respondent for a 
declaration that he was entitled, not only to a reconveycnce or transfer of 
the property, but also to a release or reassignment of the covenant. 
Cozens-Hardy, J., held that the “ tie,’’ though valid during the continuance 
of the security, could not be maintained after payment of all moneys due 
on the security, and granted the declaration asked for (48 W. R. 110; 
1900, 1 Oh. 213). The Court of Appeal (48 W. R. 629 ; 1900, 2 Oh. 445, 
Lord Alverstone, M.R., and Rigby and Collins, L.JJ.) affirmed this order. 
The present appellant again appealed. 

Tue Hovsz affirmed the decision of the Court of Appeal. 

The Earl of Hatsnuny, L.O., after referring to the authorities, said the 
difference of judicial opinion was owing to the particular circumstances of 
the cases dealt with, and to applying the rule as to mortgages to different 
states of facts, rather than to any doubt as to the rule. Once a mortgage 
always a mortgage was the maxim. Anything which was comprised in a 
mortgage security must, when the debt was paid or the obligation dis- 
charged, be returned to the mortgagor. In this case it was impossible 
to contend that the rule did not apply, and that the party who had 

ledged his estate for a debt was not entitled to have that estate returned 
Pack to him again on payment of the debt unfettered and unclogged by 
any restriction. He was unable to come to any other conclusion than that 
the equity of redemption here was fettered and clogged by a condition 
which the policy of the law did not allow. 

Lord Macnacuren, in the course of his judgment, said: I am of opinion 
that the judgment of Oozens-Hardy, J., affirmed by the Court of Appeal, 
is perfectly right. Redemption is of the yery nature and essence of a 








— — 
mortgage as mortgages are regarded inequity. It is inherent in the 
itself, and it is, I think, as firmly settled now as it ever was in former 
that equity will not permit any device or contrivance designed or calculated 
to prevent or impede redemption. It follows as a necessary consequengs 
that, when the money secured by a mortgage of land is paid off, the lang 
itself and the owner of the land in the use and enjoyment of it must be gs 
free and unfettered, to all intents and purposes, as if the land had neve 
been made the subject of the security. In the present case it is hardly 
necessary to appeal to this tag because the mortgage deed under 
consideration expressly and terms provides that, on repayment of the 
money advanced, the mortgagees are to reconvey the mortgaged premises 
to the mortgagor or as he shall direct. That, of course, means that the 

is to be reconveyed, freed, and discharged from all burden and liability in 
respect of or arising out of the contract under which the advance was made, 
Nothing can be plainer that this— tbat it was the object and intention of 
all parties that the property should be set free from the old “tie” 
attached to it, or attempted to be attached in the hands of its former owner, 
and that it should be mortgaged to the appellants as a free public-house, 
In the next place, if the tie is invalid after redemption now, the tie could 
not have subsisted after the old mortgage was paid off. Since the argument, 
my attention has been drawn to the case of Browne v. Ryan, recently 
decided by the Court of Appeal in Ireland (1901, 2 Ir. Rep. 658), 
There a farmer mortgaged his holding to secure £200 in 

and as part of the mort transaction it was stipulated that the 
mortgagor should sell his holding within twelve months, employ the 
mortgagee as the auctioneer at a certain commission, and pay him the like 
commission if the conduct of the sale was given to anyone else. The 
Court of Appeal held, and in my judgment rightly held, that the stipulation 
had no effect after redemption. The judgment of the learned judges of 
the Court of Appeal seem to me, if I may venture to say so, to contain a 
very clear exposition of the law. They had occasion to consider the judg. 
ment of the English Court of Appeal in Santley v. Wilde (48 W. BR. 90; 
1899, 2 Ch. 474), and they expressed their dir os te of the conclusions at 
which the English Court of Appeal arrived. My lords, speaking for myself, 
with all deference to my noble and learned friend opposite (Lord Lindley), 
I cannot help sharing that view. Ido not in the ae dissent from the 
propositions laid down by my noble and learned friend, taking them 
separately. But the transaction in that case seems to me to have 
been nothing more than an ordinary mortgage to secure an 
advance of money with a superadded obligation offending i 
settled principles of equity in that it rendered redemption impossible. It 
seems to me to be contrary to principle that a mortgagee should 
stipulate with his mortgagor that, after full payment of principal, 
interest, and costs, he should continue to receive for a definite or 
indefinite period a share of the rents and profits of the mortgaged property 
as the result of an obligation arising from the contract made when the 
mortgage was created. Nor can I agree with the President of the Probate 
Division, who seems to have thought that Santiey v. Wilde was covered by 
the decision in Biggs v. Hoddinott (47 W. R. 84; 1898, 2 Ch 307), a decision 
to which, as it seems to me, no objection can be taken. 

Lords SuHanp, Davey, Brampton, Rozerrson, and LinpLey concurring, 
the appeal was dismissed with costs.—CounsrL, Haldane, K C., Eve, K.C., 
and Stanley Fisher ; Astbury, K.C., and Beaumont. Souicrrors, Fishers; 
Sandilands § Co. 

[Reported by C. H. Grarron, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re LATHAM’S TRUSTS. SEYMOUR v. BOLTON. Byme, J. 16th Dec. 


Witit—Consrruction—Annvuity to Daveuter ror Lirz anp Arrer Hee 
Dears to Sucn or Her Ontipren as SHALL ATTAIN TWENTY-ONE YEARS— 
LeaGacy. 


This was a summons to determine a point of construction in the will of 
R. W. Latham. By his will the testator charged the residue of his 
personal, and his residuary real and leasehold estates, with the payment 
to his daughters Rachel Matthews and Lizzie Jeal of an annuity of £364 
each during their respective lives, and provided that from and after the 
decease of either of his said daughters the amount to which his daughter 
so dying was entitled should during the joint lives of the survivor of his 
said daughters and of his son, and the lifetime of the survivor of them, be 
received and enjoyed by the child if only one, and by all the children 
equally if more than one, of his said daughter so dying, who either before 
or after the death of their parent should attain the age of twenty-one years. 
A deceased daughter had left four children, two of whom only had attained 
the age of twenty-one years. The question was whether the annuity was 
divisible among all the children, or whether the two children who had 
attained twenty-one were entitled to the whole until the next child 
attained twenty-one. 

Byrne, J., held that the two children who had attained twenty-one 
years were now entitled to receive a moiety of the annuity, the principle 
being the same as if the testator had directed a legacy of a similar amount 
to be raised per annum.—CounseL, Jason Smith ; Whinney ; O. Thompson. 
Soxicrrors, C. 7. Whinney, for Davies, Symons, § Walker, Coventry. 

{Reported by J. Anruur Paiox, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re THE ESTATE OF JACKSON (DECEASED). Buckley, J. 12th Dec, 


Serttep Lanp Acts, 1882-1890—Trusr ror Satz Arrer DezatH OF 
Trustes—Tavustezs vor Purposes or Setrnep Lanp Acts—SgErrieD 
Lanp Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 69), s. 16 (ii.). 

Originating summons. ‘This was a summons for the purpose of deter- 

mining whether the applicant, Mrs. Jackson, with her co-trystee, W. i. 
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Adams, were trustees of the will and codicils of the above-named testator 


for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890. By his will in 1886, 
wt oodicils in 1890 and 1891. the testator W. Jackson devised his freehold 
estate called Town Thoms, near Rugby, in Warwickshire, to his wife, the 
plaintiff, OC. H. Jackson, and another person (who renounced and dis- 
daimed) upon certain trusts which constituted his wife tenant for life, and 
her decease upon the same trusts (in the events which 
ed) as those thereinafter declared concerning the testator’s 
ary which were trusts for sale and conversion, The 
testator died in 1895, and in 1898 Mrs. Jackson appointed the defendant 
Adams to be a co-trustee with her of the said will and codicils, and 
conveyed and assigned the estates to herself and him. Subsequently 
Mrs. Jackson contracted to sell part of the Town Thoms Estate to the 
london and North-Western Railway Oo., and the question then arose 
whether Mrs. Jackson and Adams were together trustees of the property 
for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts. Mrs. Jackson took out this 
gammons against the railway company and Adams for the determination 
of the question. 
Bucxtzy, J.—The question is one of importance. Mrs. Jackson and 
Adams are trustees under the will with a trust for sale whicli is to not to 
take effect until the death of Mrs. Jackson. They are therefore trustees 
with a future trust for sale. It has been argued that they are not trustees 
for the purposes of the Settled Land Acts under section 16, sub-section 
(ii.) of the Act of 1890, because the trust for sale only takes effect after 
Mrs. Jackson is dead. On the other side it is said that they are suc 
trustees because they are ‘‘ persons who are for the time being trustees ’’ 
of the settlement. I think this latter view is the correct one. Mrs. 
Jackson and Adams are “for the time being trustees’? of the 
gttlement in the words of sub-section (ii.). Then what is meant 
by the words ‘under a future trust for sale’? These words must 
beread as meaning either ‘‘ subject to” or “bound by” or “ trustees 
of a settlement which contains” a future trust for sale. They do not 
mean ‘‘ who will or can exercise a future trust for sale.’”? You intro- 
duce all sorts of difficulties if you consider anything more than that 
there must be trustees with a future trust for sale. It is said that the 
object of the Act is to check and control the tenant for life, and it is 
pointed out that Mr. Adams may die and Mrs. Jackson be left the sole 
trustee to check herself. But by section 45 of the Act of 1882, there must 
be two trustees at the date of the notice of sale. And it would be com- 
petent to the remaindermen to apply to the court for a new trustee to be 
appointed with her to control her as tenant for life. The language of 
section 16 is simple, and not to be controlled by considerations of that 
kind. The decisions upon the matter are singular. and are apparently all 
decided in chambers. In Re Cox and Seadon’s Contract (91 Law Times 
Journal, p. 241), Chitty, J., decided according to my present view. In 
1892 it is said that he arrived at the contrary conclusion iu a case of Re 
Niewwenhuys: see articles in 37 Souicrrors’ Journat, p. 109, and 43 
Soricrrors’ Journal, p. 326. But this isnot clear. In Re Earp in 1899 
mentioned in Wolstenholme’s Conv. and 8. L. Acts (8th ed.), p. 423, 
Stirling, J., took the view I am taking. I hold, therefore, that it is 
immaterial that one of the persons who are for the time being trustees of 
the settlement will not or cannot in fact exercise the trust for sale, and 
that Mre. Jackson and Mr. Adams are trustees of the settlement for the 
purposes of the Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890.—Oounset, W. E. Vernon ; 
4, Underhill. Sox1crrors, Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, ¢ Co. ; C. H. Mason. 


[Reported by Nevitte Tessvutt, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


DIXON. PENFOLD v. DIXON. Buckley, J. 2Ist and 22nd Nov. 
7th Dec. 


Bure Dury—Incipence—Serriep Funp—Ozsser or Lire Inrerest— 
APPOINTMENT BY WILL or ReverstoNaARY InTEREST—D1IREcTION TO Pay 
agony Expenses Out or Restpve—France Act, 1894 (57 & 58 

ict. c. 30). 


By a settlement of the 30th of September, 1890, a fund was settled in 
tust for J. S. Dixon for life aud after his death for his, wife for life and 
iter the death of the survivor (in the events which happened) for such 
persons as J. 8. Dixon should by will appoint. By a codicil, dated the 6th 
itNovember, 1898, to his will, J. S. Dixon appointed that the fund should, 
ifter his wife’s death, be held in trust for such persons as his wife should 
—_ appoint, and, in default of appointment, that it should become part 

his residuary estate. The will contained a direction for payment of his 
testamentary expenses out of his general estate. The wife survived the 
tetator, and the question to be determined by this summons was whether 

estate duty of £924 payable in respect of the settled fund ought to be 
tome by the settled fund or by the residuary estate of the testator. The 
on which the decision was based are set outin the judgment. The 
“ae Was argued on the assumption that the duty, or some part of it, was 
byable in respect of the testator’s interest in the reversionary interest 
— on his wife’s death. 
cktey, J., after stating the facts, held that the estate duty must be 
tome by the settled fund, and continued: Under the Finance Act, 1894, 
‘1, estate duty is payable on the principal value of all property which 
bates on a death. Apart from any definitioas contained in the Act, it is 
rious that this necessarily includes as well property in which the deceased 
lud an absolute interest, or an interest not determining with bis own life — 
necessarily must pass to someone else when he by reason of death 
no longer enjoy it—as also property in which the deceased had no 
aerest at all, but which stood limited in such manner as that upon his 
death it passed from one person to another. With the latter class of 
his estate has no concern; but it bears duty none the 
é definitions contained in the Act ressed this obvious 
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mined under the ecale in section 17. This £10,000 Coneols 
to A.’s executor; his executor has nothing to do with it; all interest 
A. in the fund ceased on his death. The persons accountable are, und 
section 8 (4), either B., as the person to whom the property passes for 
beneficial interest in possession, or the trustees in whom 

vested. A.’s executor may, if so minded, and if requested by 

so accountable as pr mae pay the duty under the latter part 

6 (2). Whether the persons accountable as above pay the 

the executor pays the duty, they or he are, under section 9 ( 
entitled to a charge u the £10,000 Oonsols for the amoun 
duty. The effect of this, 
fund bears the duty and each person interested in succession bears 
according to his estate or interest. Secondly, suppose that O. dies ; 
case that which passes is a reversionary interest in £10,000 
expectant upon the deaths of A. and B. This is property of C., 
executor under the earlier words of section 6 (2) is the perso 
pay the estate duty on delivering the Inland Revenue affidavit. The 

‘or the purpose of the duty, is tt the reversionary interest would fetch 
sold in open market : ontiea 7 (5). But, thirdly, suppose that A. 
are the same person, so that the trusts are for A. for life, and after 
death for B. for life, and after B.’s death for A. absolutely, and suppose 
that A. dies. Upon his death the £10,000 Consols is 
passing under on 2 (1) (4), as in the instance first above given, 
snd the reversionary interest of A. —— upon B.’s death is 
property, ae of A.’s estate, passing upon death within the instance 
secondly above given. This reversionary interest is within the definition 
in section 22 (1) (j) an ‘‘ interest in expectancy,’’ and under section 7 (6) 
estate duty iv respect of that interest may be paid at the option of the 
person accountable for the duty, either with the duty in respect 
rest of the estate, or when the interest falls into possession. The case 
which I have here to deal is one falling within the instance last 
given, except that A.’s interest in the rever-ion is by way of general 
power to appoint the reversion and not by way of property in the reversion 
itself. The Inland Revenue affidavit contains in account No. | two _— 
of which one is ‘‘ personal property over which the deceased had 
exercised an absolute power of appointment,’’ and the other is ‘the 
d+ ceased’s interest expectant upon the death of A. B under the will of —— 
&c.,” in property. The interest here in question is a power to ——- a 
reversion, so that the interest would fall under a combination of two 
heads. To the latter of them is appended at p. 4. marginal note as follows : 
‘*(M.) But where the deceased was entitled to the interest expectant upon 
his own death or upon the death of another person who survives him, and 
estate duty is payable upon the corpus of the property on the deceased’s 
death, the interest in expectancy is not also chargeable with estate duty 
on the deceased’s death as part of his free estate, although, as it is in fact 
art of his free estate, its value must be looked at for the purpose of the 
obate Court. The interest in expectancy should be brought into this 
affidavit and be taken out againin the summary on p. 7.” The summary 
at p. 7 contains the = ne = a eee Ay —-tyh ——- in 
expectancy in property on the corpus w estate dui on 
the deceased’s death under the earlier disposition, provi tor the 
property is —_ of the aggregated one estate but not otherwise.’’ 
The duty, therefore, of £924 which is here in dispute is not the 
duty, and does not include the duty, or any part of the duty, in 
respect of the deceased’s interest in the reversionary interest ¢ it upon 
his wife’s death, but is the duty upon the settled fund. his duty is, 
in my opinion, for the reasons stated in the first instance above given, a 
duty for which the widow as tenant for life in possession or the trustees of 
the settlement, and not the executor, is the person accountable, 
and is a duty for which the person who pays it, whether it be the part 
accountable or the executor at the request of the accountable, 
be entitled to a charge upon the fund. It follows that my opinion this 
duty is to be borne by the settled fund, and not by the ue. His lord- 
ship then said that it was immaterial that the testator had only a general 
power of appointment of a reversionary interest, and that in the view 
which he took of the case, the question did not arise as to the meaning of 
the words ‘‘ executor as such ’’ in section 9 (1), and he held that, inasmuch 
as the executor was not accountable for this duty, it was not a testamentary 
expemee, and was not cast upon residue by the provirion in the testator’s 
will directing payment of his testamentary expenes out of his —_ 
estate.—CounsgL, Astbury, K C., and Buckmaster ; H. Terrell, K.C., and 
Horace White. Soutcrrors, Merriman, White, §& Thomson. 


[Reported by H. L. Onuiston, Barrister-at-Law. } 
MONACO HOTEL AND RESTAURANT SYNDICATE (LIM ) AND 
BENOIST v. MAPLE. Joyce, J. 7th Dec. 


Morraace—Onarces Accorpinc To Foretgn Law—Insuncrion To 
Restrain Lecat Procerpines ABroaD, 


Motion for an injunction to restrain the defendant until the trial of the 
action or further order from taking any in the Courts of the 
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him or from otherwise enforcing these securities. The action was brought 
for the purpose of enforcing an agreement alleged to have been made 
between the plaintiffs and-the defendant for the amalgamation of the 
undertaking and property of the plaintiff syndicate with the Hotel 
Bristol at Beaulieu, which was controlled by the defendant. 
The contract was alleged also to provide for the formation of a 
new company, which was to acquire the undertakings both of the plaintiff 
and of the Hotel Bristol, and the finding by the defendant of sufficient 
money to build a new hotel on the property of the syndicate, and generally 
for the purposes of the syndicate until the amalgamation and transfer had 
been carried out. It appeared that during the negotiations for this con- 
tract the defendant made certain advances to the plaintiffs which were 
secured by two mortgages in English form for £41,000 and £8,500 respec- 
tively, as well as certain charges made according to the laws of the 
Principality of Monaco, upon the land of the syndicate in the Principality 
and the hotel erected thereon, which had been recently built and furnished 
at great cost. It was alleged that the plaintiff was likely, under the laws 
of the Principality, soon to be in a position to seize the property com- 
prised in the mortgage, and to sell it by public aucti n within a few days 
after the seizure. When the motion came on, counsel for the defendant 
asked for an adjournment for a week. on the ground that the plaintiffs’ 
affidavits had not been delivered in time to be considered and answered. 
The plaintiffs, therefore, moved for an injunction over next motion day, 
on the ground that irreparable injury would be caused to the plaintiffs if 
matters were not kept in statu quo during that time. 

Joxce, J.—I do not see my way to interfere in this case upon what is 
pony an ex parte application. It appears that Sir John Blundell 

ple made certain advances, and that mortgages were given to him in 
English form, which contained a personal covenant for payment, and a 
covenant to secure the mortgage money by the execution of charges 
according to the law of the Principality of Monaco. This covenant was 
necessary because the mortgaged property was situated there. It seems 
that these charges were executed, and there is no application to rectify or 
set them aside. It is admitted that £8,000 of the advances have really 
become due. I think it is very doubtful whether there was any such 
contract as is alleged, and if there is, it does not seem that there has been 
any breach of it. At any rate, I do not think such a primd facie case is 
made out as would justify me in making an order upon this application.— 
Counset, Younger, K.C., and Martelli ; Hughes, K.C., and Dighton Polioch. 
Sortcrrors, Hutchison ¢ Cuff’; Lumley ¢ Lumley. 


[Reported by J. F. Iszurx, Barrister-at-Law. | 


CHARRINGTON & CO. (LIM.) ». CAMP. Joyce, J. 6th Dec, 


Lanpiorp anp Tanant—Acreement For Lzase—Puptic-House— 
Licences 1x Pert.—Rxcerver. 


Motion for the appointment of a receiver of a public-house called the 
Princess Royal, Johnson-street, St. George’s-in-the-East, and of the 
licences belonging thereto, and for an order to the defendant to deliver up 
the licences to the receiver. The public-house was held by the defendant 
as the tenant of the plaintiffs under an agreement made in 1893, by which 
he agreed to take the premises for one year certain. The agreement 
bound the tenant not to do, or cause, or suffer to be done any act, deed, or 
thing whereby the licences of the public-houre, or any of them, might 
be jeopardized, indorsed, withheld, suspended, forfeited, or lost, 
and to reside on the premises, and not to shut them up, or cause 
or suffer them to be shut up, or the trading therein to be suspended ; and 
he also promised that he would, upon quitting the premises, assign over 
all licences to the landlords or to such persons as they might appoint, and 
would give all such notices and take all such steps as might be necessary 
for the —— of procuring the transfer of the same. The tenancy was 
terminab by the landlords at any time upon giving the tenant three 
months’ notice in writing; upon any breach of the agreement by the 
tenant, or if the licences should be jeopsrdized, the tenancy was to cease 
and the landlords were to have power at once, without notice or legal 
oe to re-enter upon the premises and renew poseession thereof. 

defendant remained tenant upon the terms of the agreement until 
November, 1901, when he closed the house and went away, after writing a 
letter to the landlords (dated the 20th of Novermber) to the effect that 
he had received from the Inland Revenue a notice relating to the licences, 
and that as he was unable to pay he was closing the house. The present 
action was commenced on the 25th of November, and claimed possession 
of the premises ; and on the next day an interim order was made on an 
ez parte application by the plaintiffs, by which a receiver of the licences 
was appointed and other relief was given. The present action asked for the 
continuance of the receiver until the trial. On behalf of the defendant it 
was objected that no notice had been served on him specifying the breach 
of the agreement of which complaint was made, and for which forfeiture was 
to be enforced, as required by the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 14, 
the Conveyancing Act, 1892, s. 5. Moreover, it was argued, that as 
the licences were part of the defendant's business, no receiver of them 
could be appointed by the court. Reference was made to an unreported 
case of (Grosvenor v. Saunders. ‘The plaintiffs contended that the Acts 
referred to did not relate to tenancies for a year, but only to leases, 
and that it was just as necessary that a receiver should be appointed 
as between landlord and tenant as in any other case. In support of this 
argument reference was made to section 18 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
and also to Gwatkin v. Bird (52 L. J. Q. B. 263), Berry v. Keen (51 L J. Oh. 
912), Ind. Coope, & Co. (Limited) ¥. Mee (1895. W. N. 8), Foawell ¥. Van 
Grutten (1897, 1 Ch. 64), and John v. John (1898, 2 Oh. 573). 
Jorce, “ — the facts, proceeded: It is -. -. = 
are in great jeopardy. I am not prepared to say that i) 
will certainly succeed in their action, but there is a strong probability of 





— 
their doing so. That beiug so, and the licences being at stake, and ty 
defendant having shut up the house and gone out, what is to be 
The court has jurisdiction to make an order for the protection of Property 

@ dispate, and to appoint a receiver where it is just and gm 
venient. The really valuable things in dispute here are the licences: ay 
the licences being all-important to the property, and it being all-im porta 
to the plaintiffs that those licences should be preserved if they ATE going 
to recover at the end of the term, or at the trial, and the defendant hari, 
no object in preserving these licences, and having committed a flagny 
breach of the terms on which he held the property, [ intend to make 
an order as will preserve the licences pending the dispute. The ony 
which has been made is right in directing that the licences should } 
handed over to the receiver, though there has been some mistak as tojy 
form. The difficulty is as to the possession of the premises; but, it 
necessary for the preservation of the licences that the receiver should hay 
such possession, I am prepared to make an order to that effect, but only for 
the purpose of preserving the property pending the trial. — Oounm, 
— ; Boome. Soutcrrors, Loxley, Elam, ¢ Gardner; Clifford Tw 
¢ [Reported by J. F. Iszxix, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
REX ». LINES. C.C.R. th Dec. 


Cremiunat Law—Game—Taxinc orn Destroyinc GAME sy Nica 
Previous Procezpines—Ipentican Orrence—Nicut Poacuers Ag, 
1828 (9 Go. 4, c, 69), ss. 1 anv 9. 


Case stated by the deputy-chairman of the Bedfordshire Quary 
Sessions: ‘‘ At the General Quarter Sessions at Bedford, on the 30th ¢ 
October, 1901, John Lines was tried on the following count of an indig. 
ment: That he, John Lines, on the 27th of January, 1879, at Hertford, wy 
convicted for that he, with three other persons, in the night of t 
1lth of November, 1878, together being then by night res 
armed with bludgeons, did then together by night, armed as af 
unlawfully enter certain lands for the purpose therein of taking ani 
destroying game contrary to the statute in that behalf, Wis 
sentenced to a term of penal servitude for five years. And further, 
that after he had been so convicted, on the 17th of Novemba, 
1886, he at Great Berkhampstead, in the county of Hertford, was diy 
convicted before two justices, for that he, in the night of the 16tha 
November, 1886, did then by night then and there unlawfully enter certah 
land with a gun, for the purpoxe then and there of taking and destroyiy 
game contrary to the statute in that behalf, and the same i 
second offence in that behalf he was for such last-mentioned 
committed to prison for a term of six calendar months with hard labou, 
and further that the said John Lines after he had been so twice convict 
as aforesaid, on the 19th of December, 1899, by night, to wit aboutth 
hour of 5.30 in the night of the same day, did unlawfully enter certan 
land, situate at Whipsnade, and was then by night unlawfully in the mil 
land with a certain gun, for the purpose by night as aforesaid of therein taking 
and destroying game. It was objected by counsel for the defendant that th 
said count was bad, inasmuch as it disclosed no identical offence ; that the 
offence for which the defendant stood indicted being an offence 
section 1 of 9 Geo. 4, c. 69, an indictment for such offence would only lt 
in the case of a person who ‘ so offended ’ a third time ; that the first oft 
previous convictions named in the count shewed on the face of it 
thst it was an offence against section 9 of the said statute and not again 
section 1; that the punishment for a third offence under sectionld 
the statute was of a cumulative nature, and that liability to indictmat 
under section 1 was dependent on the fact of the defendant having bea 
dealt with for his previous offences summarily in the manner provi 
section 1; whereas, for an offence under section 9, a defendant expiste 
his offence by the punishment awarded, and owes nothiy 
further to the law. The magistrate held that, under the authori 
of the decision of the Court for Crown Cases Reserved in Rat, 
William Ball (1 Moody’s Crown Cases, p. 330), the offence i@ 
which the defendant was convicted under section 9 was an offem 
under section 1, ‘though, from the circumstances of aggravation whid 
accompanied it, it was punishable under section 9,’ and that the power® 
indict under section 1 was dependent upon the offence being a 
offence, and that, if the first and second offences were, in fac, offenc# 
against section 1, it did not matter under what section the defendant bad 
been convicted or before what tribunal he had been tried. He also bal 
that the point raised by couneel for the defence as to the punishmat 
which the defendant had suffered in respect of his first offence did m 
affect the validity of the indictment, but might properly be urgsd on the 
question of the punishment to be awarded him for his present 
‘be jury found the defendant guilty on the count above referred to. 
previous convictions were duly = Tha magistrate respited judgmat 
until the decision of the Court for Orown Oases Reserved was known. Ti 
question for the court was whether the first of the previous con 
stated in the count referred to could be treated as a first conviction fort 
purpose of the indictment.”’ 

Tue Covert (Lord Atverstonz, OJ., and Lawnance, Waricut, Bao 
and Dasuna, JJ.) quashed the conviction, being of opinion that thet 
was no evidence of two previous convictions under section 1 the 
statute 9 Geo, 4, c. 69. The words “shall eo offend for a third tim 
in section 1 refer to p taken under that section for unl 
by night taking or destroying any game or rabbits in any land. 
offence under section 9 is that of any persons, to the number of thra® 
more together, being armed, entering by night any land for the pump 
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——— 
oftaking game. The case of Rex v. Ball does not shew that an offenc® 
gnder section 9 can be treated as a previous offence for the purpose o 
charging the prisoner with offending a third time under section 1. Con- 
yiction qua-hed —Oounszt, Lord Coleridge, K.0., aad Stimson. Soxicrrors, 
Austin § Austin, for W. Austin, Luton. 


[Reported by E. G. Sr1tuwett, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HURDMAN ». WHEELER. Div. Court. 15th Nov. ; 16th Dec. 


Bru or Excuance—Promissory Nore—Fravup or Tutrp Parry —Ho.per 
mo Due Covrse—Brits or Excuancr Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 61), 
ss, 20, 29. 

Appeal from the decision of the judg of the Newcastle Oounty 
Court given for the defendant in the action by the payee against the maker 
of a promissory note for £30, and the principal pomt involved was the 
construction of the 20th section of the Bills of Exchange Act. The 
enduct of the parties was admittedly straightforward and _ honest, 
md the evidence of each was accepted as true. The difficulty arose 
from the fraud of one Anderson, who was now dead. The facts, 
taken from the considered judgment of the court, were stated as follows : 
“Mr. Wheeler, the defendant, was a curate at Sunderland, and being about 
to remove to Norfolk, he required a temporary loan of £15 to pay the 
expenses of removing. He applied to Anderson to lend him the money, 
snd Anderson promised to do so. The defendant, however, seems to have 
understood that Anderson proposed to get the money from someone elre, 
and the name of the plaintiff Hurdman was mentioned as a person who 
would lend it, but the defendant objected to borrowing the money himself 
direct from the plaintiff. The defendant gave to Anderson a promissory 
note payable to Anderson for £15, and to get the money from 
Anderson the next day. We think he must have expected that Anderson 
would have borrowed the money, and probably from tbe plaintiff. If he 
knew anything of business he must have understood that his promissory 
note would be endorsed by Anderson to the Jender of the money. On the 
next day Anderson saw him, and did not give him the money, but informed 
him that the promissory note was in some way wrongly made out, and 
gave it back to him and it was burnt. In lieu of it the defendant 
gave to Anderson his signatute on paper stamped with a 9d. stamp, which 
would be sufficient for a note for £75. This was done in a restaurant when 
the defendant was in a hurry, and he trusted Anderson to fill it up, but 
only authorized him to do so as a promissory note payable to him and 
for £15 only. Anderson promised to send the £15. He did subsequently 
send a cheque of his own for £15, which, however, was dishonoured. 
Anderson, having got the defendant’s signature and the note in blauk, 
commuvicated by telephone with the plaintiff and asked him if he was 
willing to lend the defendant £25 upon his promissory note for £30 ata 
month. He represented that the defendant was in urgent need of the 
money, and was willing to pay the £5 for the accommodation, but he 
further stipulated that if the money was repaid in a week £2 only 
should be charged instead of £5. The plaintiff to the proposal, 
and it was arranged that Anderson should bring or send the note and 
reeive the money. The piaintiff, having to go out, wrote a cheque for 
*the £25 payable to the order of the defendant and left it with his wife to 
*beexchanged for the promissory note. Anderson then sent the promissory 
note by a clerk, and received the cheque from the plaintiff’s wife. The 
tote, when received by the plaintiff’s wife, was filled up as a promissory 
note for £30, with the plaintiff's name inserted as = It was on the 
face of it complete and regular in all respects, and the plaintiff had no 
notice that it had been signed in blank, or that Anderson had in 
inany way acted without authority. The plaintiff’s cheque for £25 was 
presented at the bank on which it was drawn, with an indorsement 
purporting to be the defendant's, but which was not his, and the indorsement 

to have been forged by Anderson. The defendant appears to have 
ft cash from someone for Anderson’s cheque for £15, but when it was 
ured he had to take it up. In the result, therefore, he got no part 
of the proceeds of the promissory note. When the week elapsed the 
oar wrote to the defendant on the matter, and then some correspon- 
took place, in which the plaintiff and defendant each stated the 
facta as far as they knew them. The defendant, upon receiving the 
the plaintiff’s letter, had some communication with Anderson, who 
to settle the matter, and gave him a receipt purporting to be a 
of his liability, but Anderson did not settle with the plaintiff, 

td died within a few days and before the note became due. e ju 

ot these facts gave judgment for the defendant. The liability of the 

t appear to depend upon whether the case comes within the 

* the end of the 20th section of the Bills of Exchange Act— 

is, whether in this case the note was within the meaning of the words 

Wted in that section: ‘ After completion negotiated to a holder in‘due 
Tus reas (Lot Atvzrstonz, 0.J., and Darurye and Onannatt, JJ.) 

the appeal. 
., who read the judgment of the court, said: In this case on 
fendant it was not denied that the plaintiff was a holder in 
course, but it was said that the note was not negotiated to him, and 
if it was, it was not negotiated after completion, and Lewis v. Clay (67 

LT. Q. B. 224) was cited, and further that it was never negotiated to the 

Plaintiff as he was the payee and an original party to the contract con- 
in the note and did not become a party by transfer The decision 
depends on the various sections of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, 

it was clear that even if the payee of a note might be a 
due course, the question whether he was so or not depended 

actual state of facts as between him and the of 

and the contract between the payee and the maker of the 

it had some incidents written into it by the law of merchants, 





yet was governed more by the ordinary law of contract than by the law 
merchant, and in particular the element of negotiability in no way 
entered into the contract between the maker and the payee. In this case 
the delivery of the note to the plaintiff must, in order to enable him to 
recover, be under the authority of the defendant. It certainly was not so 
delivered by the defendant’s actual authority and could only be said to 
have been so delivered under his authority by reason of the ostensible 
authority which Anderson had been clothed by the signature in blank. 
Mere possession of a premissory note comp! and regular on the 
face of it and payable to a named payee, would not be conclusive 
evidence that the maker had given authority to the mn in 
whose on it was to deliver it to the maker, erson, _ if 
agent for the defendant at all, was only agent to fill up the paper, and if 
the question were to be determined altogether apart from the law merchant 
and the Bills of Exchange Act, the court thought there was here no 
binding contract at common law, whereby the defendant promised the 
plaintiff that if the ¥ ey would give £25 to Anderson for the defendant 
the defendant would pay £30 to the plaintiff in a month. Reluctantly the 
court held that judgment in favour of the defendant was right, but added 
it would not be au unfair straining of the word to hold that “‘ negotiated,” 
in the — at the end of section 20 of the Act, meant transferred by 
one holder to another. Before the Act was passed they thought that the 
present case might possibly have been decided in favour of the plaintiff, 
but as the law now stood judgment had rightly been entered for the 
defendant.—CounsgL, Arthur Powell; Bruce- Williams. Soxictrors, Francis 
Miller § Stecle, for Dickinson, Miller, § Dickinson, Newcastle-upon-Tyne ; 
Criddle § Criddle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
[Reported by Ensxine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


KIRKHOUSE v. BLAKEWAY, Div. Court. 8th Nov. and 16th Dec. 


ReGIsTRATION—F RANCHISE—PAROCHIAL RELIEF—PERMANENT MAINTENANCE 
or Vorer’s Wire as Paurgsr Lunatic—Disqvatirication—MeEpIcaL 
Rewer Disquatirication Removat Act, 1885 (48 & 49 Vicr. c. 46). 


Case stated by W. H. Olay, E:q., revising barrister for the city of 
Gloucester. At a court held for revising the list of voters for the city of 
Gloucester the appellent claimed to have his name inserted on the 
Occupiers’ List (Division I.) for the parish of Gloucester. He was qualified 
in all respects to be placed on the said list, except for the fact that his wife 
had been during the whole of the qualifying period maintained out of the 
poor rate of the said parish as a pauper patient of the Gloucester County 
Lunatic Asylum. She was removed to the asylum in September, 1899, 
under a justice’s order. The certificate was signed by a medical officer of the 
Gloucester Union. Nine shillings a week was paid to the county authority 
by the overseers of Gloucester out of the poor rate for her maintenance, and 
nothing had been contributed by the claimant towards her maintenance. 
It was contended on behalf of claimant that the maintenance of the 
wife in the asylum was medical assistance within the meaning of the 
Medical Relief Disqualification Removal Act, 1885 (48 & 49 Vict. c. 46), 
and that he was not thereby deprived of his right to be as a 
Parliamentary voter or as a b The revising barrister thought that 
the permanent maintenance of a lunatic or imbecile, which was this case, was 
distinguishable from the medical treatment of a patient under a temporary 
attack of mental disease, and that such maintenance was not medical 
assistance within the meaning of the said statute. He thought it analogous 
to the maintenance of a disabled or crippled pauper in the workhouse, and 
that such medical assistance, if any, as was rendered to the patient was 
= incident additional to the maintenance, and he therefore rejected the 


aim. 
Tue Oovrr (Lord Atverstons, 0.J., and Dartrxe and Cnannzxt, JJ.), 
having taken time to consider their judgment, dismissed the appeal 


CHANNELL, J., in the judgment of the court, said the question 
they had to consider was whether the barrister was right in disallowing the 
vote of the voter on the ground of his having received ‘‘ relief or 
other alms which by the law of Parliament disqualify.” The voter’s wife 
had been maintained for a period of about two years in the County 
Lunatic Asylum, at the ex of the union, and he had not paid any- 
thing towards her maintenance and support. It was contended on behalf 
of the voter that this was medical relief within the of the Medi 
Relief Disqualification Removal Act, 1885 (48 & 49 Vict.c. 46). The 
revising barrister stated that he thought that the permanent maintenance 
of a lunatic or imbecile, which was this case, was distinguishable from the 
medical treatment of a patient under a temporary attack of mental 
disease, and that such maintenance was not medical assistance within 
the meaning of the said statute. He thought it analogous to the main- 
tenance of a disabled or crippled pauper in the worknouse, and that 
such medical assistance, if any, as was rendered to the patient was 
an incident additional to the maintenance The court thought that 
this was a finding of fact and that there was evidence to sup it, 
and that they ought not to disturb it. In all ich relief is given 
which is more or less of the nature both of m 

relief a question of fact arises for the decision of the revising barrister. 
Where in consequence of iliness (and insanity was undoubtedly illne-s) a 
voter ora member of his family whom he 

medical reli-f it 1s not the less medical 


oe eS 

quence of ess, he would, whilet 
relief other than medical relief 
would be a question of fact for 
cases what the real character of 
merely incidental to the other. 

is attacked with insanity and is 
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asylum at the expence of the union, there is no doubt that the 
case is, in the first instance, one of medical relief. But where the 
insane person (being a person for whose support the voter is liable) 
remains permanently in the asylum and no payment is made by the voter, 
a question of fact arises as to whether the relief bas not become ordinary 
relief as distinguished from medical. Where any payment is made, even 
although it is not as great as the cost to the union of the maintenance of 
the lunatic in the asylum, the inference might fairly be drawn that there 
is no ordinary relief, but this is for the barrister. Where the maintenance 
has continued for a long time without any payment whatever, the court 
could not say that the barrister is wrong in coming to the conclusion that 
the voter is in receipt of relief other than medical relief. There appeared 
to be no authorities in this country bearing on this question, but the view 
the court took was that taken by the courts in Ireland: see Holland v. 
Porter (Lawson’s Notes of Registration Cases, 1898, 220) and Crossan v. 
Holland (Lawson’s Notes, 1899, 304). The appeal must be dismissed, but 
as there was no appearance for the respondent there would be no costs. 
Appeal dismissed. Leave to appeal given.—Counskt, H. Terrell, K.C., 
and Percival Hughes. Sortcrrors, Ayrton, Biscoe, § Barclay. 


[Reported by E. G. Srittwew1, Barrister-at-Law J] 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Dec. 16.—Mr. J. W. W. Weigall in the chair.—Mr. W. J. Boycott 
moved: ‘‘ That there ought to be effective legislation for the prevention of 
monopolies in England.’’ Mr. Neville Tebbutt opposed. There also 
spoke: Messrs. C. Kains-Jackson, J. Wylie, W. 8. Glyn-Jones, F. J. 
Williams, Percy Aylen, A. W. Marks, P. B. Walmsley, and W. 8. Clayton- 
Greene. Mr. Boycott replied. The motion was carried by one vote. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


EXAMINATIONS AT THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY IN 
THE YEAR 1901. 


Sprcrat Prizes Oren to Att CANDIDATES. 


Scott Scholarship.—William David Mercer, being, in the opinion of the 
Council, the candidate best a quainted with the theory, principles, and 
ice of law, they have awarded to him the scholarship founded by Mr. 
James Scott, of Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Mr. Mercer served his clerkship 
with Mr. George Haynes Radford, of the firm of Messrs. Radford & 
Frankland, of London, and obtained the prize of the Honourable Society 
of Olement’s-inn and the Daniel Reardon prize at the Honours Exam- 
ination held in June, 1901. 

Broderip Prize.—John Shera Atkinson, LL.B. (Lond.), being first in order 
of merit, and having shewn himself best acquainted with the law of real 
property and the practice of conveyancing, passed a satisfactory examina- 
tion, and attained honorary distinction, the Council have awarded to him 
the prize, consisting of a gold medal, founded by Mr. Francis Broderip, of 
Lincoln’s-inn. Mr. Atkinson served his clerkship with Mr. Arthur 
Atkinson, of Folkestone, and Mr. John Hands, of London, and obtained 
— prize, at the Honours Examination held in November, 


Locat Parizgs. 


Timpron Martin Prize for Candidates from Liverpool.—Edward Albert 
Moornbouse, LL.B. (Victoria), from among the candidates from Liverpool, 
who served two-thirds of his period of service there, having passed the 
best examination and attained honorary distinction, the Council have 
awarded to him the gold medal founded by Mr. Timpron Martin, of Liver- 
pool. Mr. Moorhouse served his clerkship with Mr. A. J. Squarey 
(deceased) and Mr. William Calthrop Thorne, both of Liverpool, and 
— Second Class Honours at the Honours Examination held in April, 

Atkinson Prize for Candidates from Liverpool or Preston.—William Fawell 
Ascroft, B.A. (Oxon.), from among the candidatés from Liverpool or 
Preston, having shewn himself best acquainted with the law of real 
property and tLe practice of conveyancing, otherwise passed a satisfactory 
examination and attained honorary distinction, the Council have awarded 
to him the gold medal founded by Mr. John Atkinson, of Liverpool. Mr. 
Ascroft served his clerkship with Messrs. W. & R. Ascroft, of Preston, 
Messrs. Rowcliffe, Rawle, & Oo., of London, and obtained Second Class 
Honours at the Honours Examination in June, 1901. 

Birmingham Law Society’s Gold Medai,—The examiners reported that 

‘Was no one qualified to take this prize. 

Birmingham Law Society's Bronze Medal.—Arthur Skardon Wearing, being 
first in order of merit am the candidates who are articled to members 
of the Birmingham Law ety, and having attained honorary distinction, 
the Council have awarded to him the bronze medal of the Birmingham 
Law Society. Mr. Wearing served his clerkship with Mr. Alban Gardner 
Buller, of the firm of Messrs. Buller & Oross, of Birmingham, and 
obtained the John Mackrell prize and Second Class Honours at the 
Honours Examination held in April, 1901. 

Stephen Heelis Prize for Candidates from Manchester or Salford.—Frank 
Maydew Dunculf, from among the csndidates from Manchester or Salford, 
having passed the best examination, and attained hono distinction, 
the Council have awarded to him the gold medal founded memory of 
the late Mr. Stephen Heelis, of Manchester. Mr. Duncalf served his 
clerkship with Mr. Dudley Francis Hart, of the firm of Messrs. Lawson, 





Ooppenk, & Hart, of Manchester, and obtained the John Mackrel] m. 
an 
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Second Class Honours at the Honours Exumination held in Jp, 

1. 
The Mellersh Prize.—John Wilfred Watkin, from among candidates wy 

have been articled in the counties of Surrey or Sussex, or who are the 
of solicitors who have resided or practised in either of those 
having shewn himself best acquainted with the law of real property 
the practice of conveyancing, the Council have awarded to him the prig 
founded by the late Mr. Robert Edmund Mellersh, of G ing. hy 
Watkin served his clerkship with Mr. John Woodlands Watkin, of 
approach, London Bridge, 8.E., and obtained Third Class Honours at 
Honours Examination held in June, 1901. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honovrs Examination.—Novemser, 1901. 


At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the nj 
of solicitors of the Supreme Oourt, the Examination Oo; 
recommended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction; 


First Cuass. 
{In order of Merit. | 


Wiiu1am Watson Grsserp, B.A., LL.B. (Camb.), who served his clerk. 
ship with Mr. James Inskip, of the firm of Messrs. Press, Inskip, & Pres, 
of Bristol ; and Messrs. Thomas White & Sons, of London. 

Joun Suzra Atkinson, LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr, Atkinson, of Folkestone; and Mr. John Hands, of London. 


Szconp Oxass. 
[In Alphabetical Order.] 


Ernest Edward Chitty, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Charla 
Clegg, of the firm of Messrs. Clegg & Sons, of Sheffield ; and Messrs, #, 
G. Champion & Co., of London. 

Edwin Dowland Davies, who served his clerkship with Mr. dwn 
Davies (deceased) and Mr. Andrewes Ingram, both of Swansea. 

Albert Edmond Hogan, B A., LL.B. (Lond.), who served his clerkehip 
peo ns George Henry Hogan, of the firm of Messrs. Hogan & Hugha, 
of London. 

Adam Miller Willcox Kerr, LL.B, (Lond.), who served his clerkship with 
Mr. archibald Earle Oollins, of the firm of Messrs. Collins & Co d 
London. 

Henry Osmond Lock, who served his clerkship with Mr. Arthur 
Lock (deceased) and Mr. William Wilton Rsed, both of Dorchester; 
Mesers. Bridgman & Willcocks, of London. 


Turrp Onass, 
{In Alphabetical Order. ] 


Wm. Herbert Bishop, who served his clerkship with Mr. Wm. Roby 
ee of the firm of Messrs, Beckingsale, Greenwood, Tucker, & Cross, of 

ndon. 

Viotti Emanuel George Churcher, who served his clerkship with i, 
Edward Hobbs ; Messrs. Hobbs & Brutton, of Portsmouth; and Mesm, 
Mellor & Coleman, of London. 

Walter Taylor Cowper, who served his clerkship with Mr. John Thoma 
Belk (decd.), of the firm of Messrs. Belk, Cochane & Belk, of Middl 
brough ; and Mr. Alfred White, of the firm of Messrs. Alfred White & 0, 
of London. 

William Olarke Dawson, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Austen, of Hull. 

Percy Harper, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with Mr. MJ. 
Greener, of the firm of Messrs. Corbin, Greener, & Cook, of London. 

John Stanley Harvey, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edwin Davia 
(deceased) and Mr. Andrewes Ingram, of the firm of Messrs. Daviest 
Ingram, both of Swansea; and Messrs. Helder, Roberts, Walton, t 
Thomas, of London. 

Percy Nichols, B.A. (Oxon.), who served his clerkship with Mr. Richard 
Chinn, of Birmingham ; and Mesers. Chubb & Pettitt, of London. 

Arthur Cecil Flamanque Osborn, B.A. (Camb.), who served his cler! 
with Mr. T. 8S. Simpson, of Leeds; and Messrs. Helder, Roberts, Walton, 
Thomas, of London. 

Jobn Edward Tomley, who eerved his clerkship with Mr. C. 8. Pryce, a 
Montgomery. 

Frank Yardley, who served his clerk+hip with Mr. 8. M. Slater, M.A, 
B.C.L., of the tirm of Messrs. Slater & Co., of Darlaston; and Mesm 
Flux, Leadbitter, & Neighbour, of London. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly give 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books : 

To Mr. Gibberd.—Prize of the Honourable Bootety of Clement’s-inn, 
value about £10, and the Daniel Reardon prize, value about twenty guiness 

To Mr. Atkinson.—The prize of the Hongurable Society of Clifford's 
inn, value five guineas. 

To Mr. F. L. Cooper.—The John Mackrell prize, value about £12. 

The Council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 

Kighty-six candidates gave notice for the examination. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Socrery.—Dec 17.—The subject for detel 
was: “That the case of Oliver v. Bank of England was wrongly decided 
1900, 1 Oh. 652).”? Mr. A. F. BRaisen opened in the affirmative, Mt. 

anton seconded in the affirmative; Mr. Ames opened in the negatitt 
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————— ; ; 
Mi. Rendell seconded in the negative. The following members 
a=. Messrs. Pleadwell, R. A. Stevens, Nash, Weller, Winatt, 
Guillaume Copp, and Jolly, The opener having replied, the 

gl lost by the casting vote of the chairman. 

Bmuncuam Law Srupents’ Socrery.—Dec. 17.—Mr. J. G. Hurst 
ing.—After transacting the special business of the the 
moot point was discussed: ‘‘ That the decision of the Court of 
in Re Farquharson Bros. § Co. v. King ¢ Co. should be reversed.’’ 
ers in the affirmative were Messrs. W. H. Kimpton, H. E. 
Reynolds, and O. R. M. Parr; and in the negative, Messrs. CO. F. Pearson, 
0, A. A. Elton, E. A. B. Cox, and W. H. Uoley. After the leaders had 
jed, and the cheirman had carefully summed up, the motion was put, 
snd the society upheld the decision of the Court of Appeal by a majority 
ofone. A hearty vote of thanks to the chairman brought the meeting to 


g close. 












LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Rosert A. Germarns, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Recorder 
of Lichfield in the place of Mr. Rupert E. C. Kettle, resigned. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


Gzorcz Canzw.—Any solicitor having the Business Papers of the late 
Mr. George Carew, solicitor, who practised formerly in Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields, Bloomsbury -equare, and Southampton-street, Bloomsbury, between 
1855 and 1886, is requested to communicate with the undersigned.—Baker 
&Naime, 3, Crosby-square, Bishopsgate, London. 





GENERAL. 


Mr. Justice Farwell left London on Monday for Torquay. 


We understand that Mr. Upjobn, K.C., is now quite convalescent, and 
wil resume his practice in Mr. Justice Farwell’s Court at the opening of 
the courts in January. 

The judicial members of the House of Lords rose for the Christmas 
recess on Tuesday, and no further appeals will be heard until about the 
latter part of January next. 


Mr. Justice Wright will go to Maidstone and Guildford only at the 
msuing winter assizes on the South-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Grantham 
going to all the preceding towns on the circuit. 


Mr. Justice Walton was entertained at a congratulatory dinner at the 
(Café Monico on Wednesday evening by a number of his former pupils in 
celebration of his recent elevation to the bench. Lord Robert Cecil, K.C., 
presided, and a considerable number of the learned judge’s former pupils 
assembled in honour of the occasion. 


AGeorgia constable, says the American Case and Comment, put up the 
following notice, which was sent us by a correspondent: ‘‘ Notice const 
ule—Will Bee Sold During the Legle curs of Sale the flling properity to 
Wit one New Home Sewing Mechen, one cail Buring Stove Leved on as 
the properity of to Sadphy one Justice court fi fa in faver of * 


The following are the circuits chosen by the judges for the ensuing 
winter assizes—viz., South-Eastern Circuit, Grantham and Wright, JJ. ; 
Northern Circuit, Wills and Bucknill, JJ.; Midland Circuit, Bruce and 
Bigham, JJ.; Oxford Circuit, Phillimore and Jelf, JJ.; North-Eastern 
Gireuit, Lawrance and Ridley, JJ.; South Wales Circuit, Kennedy, J. ; 
North to Circuit, Walton, J.; Western Circuit, Darling and 








Darling and Channell, JJ., have fixed the following commission days for 
the winter assizes on the Western Circuit—viz., Devizes, 


Monday, January 13; Dorchester, Friday, January 17; Taunton, 
Weinesday, January 22; Bodmin, Tuesday, January 28; Exeter, 
Monday, February 3; Winchester, Monday, February 10; Bristol, 


Monday, February 17. Mr. Justice Channell will go on the circuit alone 
util Exeter is reached, when he will be joined by Mr. Justice Darling. 


The breakdown of the telegraph lines in the North of England, says the 
§, James's Gazette, gave rise to no little trouble in the Divorce Court on 
. Inno fewer than four cases counsel informed his lordship thatin con- 
quence of their inability to get telegrapbic messages through to Lancashire, 
Yorkshire, and Derbyshire in time to bring important witnesses to London 
tiey had to ask for an adjournment. . Justice Barnes, while remark- 
ing that it was very unfortunate, let the cases stand over for a day or two. 


The Master of the Rolls and Mr. Justice Walton were entertained at 
dimer at the H6tel Métropole on Saturday evening in last week by the 
members of the Northern Circuit in celebration of their recent appoint- 
mats. A considerable number of both past and present members of the 

assembled in honour of the occasion. . Littler, K.C., O.B., 
woupied the chair, and among those present were the Speaker, Mr. Justice 
Wright, Mr. Justice Barnes, Mr. Justice Bruce, Mr. Justice Kennedy, 
ad Mr. Justice Bigham. 


Mr. Justice Walton has fixed the following commission days for the 
Winter assizes on the North Wales Circuit—viz., Welshpool, Seturday, the 
lith of January; Dolgelly, Tuesday, the 14th of January; . 

the 16th of January ; Beaumaris, Tuesday, the 21st of January ; 
yb, ureday, the 23rd of January; Mold, Monday, the 27th ot 


the 8th of March, when he will, in conjunction with Mr. Justice Kennedy, 
afterward i 


proceed to Chester, and 8 to Uardiff, to hold the assizes at those 
two places. 

A fire broke out at an early hour on the morning of the 13th inst. in the 
Dublin Four Courts, which, says the Dublin correspondent of the Times, 
if it had not been promptly discovered and subdued, would possibly have 
destroyed the whole of that great and historic building. The fire seems to 
have had its origin in the chamber of Lord Justice Holmes, which is 
situated on an upper floor near the entrance to the Vice-Chancellor’s 
Court. This chamber, which contained his lordship’s robes, books, and 
furniture, was completely destroyed, and much damage was done in the 
chamber of the Master of the Rolls, which is directly underneath. The 
total loss is estimated at about £500. 


A significant step toward a new and better era in the treatment of 
criminals is, says the American Case and Comment, made by the New York 
Act of the 18th of April, 1901, amending section 687a of the Penal Code, 
which provides that a first offender convicted of a felony, punishable by 
not more than five years’ imprisonment in a state prison, shall be given an 
indeterminate sentence, with a minimum of one year, unless otherwise 
specifically provided, and a maximum not exceeding the longest period 
fixed by Jaw for such crime. This is, of course, not the first step that has 
been taken in this direction. The system has been tried already in the 
Elmira Reformatory, and also to a greater or less extent in Alabama, 
Colorado, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Onio, and Pennyslvania. 


Sir Herbert Jekyll, replying to a memorial of the Associated Chambers 
of Commerce on the subject of the amendment of the Patent Laws, says: 
‘* Sir, I am directed by the Board of Trade to advert to your letter of the 
16th of October, addressed to the President, transmitting a copy of 
resolutions adopted by the Association of Chambers of Commerce of the 
United Kingdom at its recent conference at Nottingham in favour of the 
amendment of the patent law in certain particulars, and in reply I am to 
say that Mr. Gerald Balfour has given instructions for the drafting of a 
Bill to give effect to the recommendations of Sir Edward Fry’s Committee 
and that His Majesty’s Government will consider in due course whether 
the Bill shall be introduced next Session.—I am, Sir, your obedient 
servant, HerveRT JEKYLL.”’ 


One of the privileges of the Cinque Ports is, says the St, James's Gazette, 
to possess their own court of law for the settlement of all maritime matters 
within their territory. This court is held at the High Courts of Justice, 
and when now and again a privileged litigant of the Uinque Ports chooses 
to claim his privilege and sue in the Oourt of Admiralty of the Cinque 
Ports instead of in the local county court, one of the King’s Bench Courts 
is set aside and placed at his dieposal. On Monday — Bench Oourt 
No. 6 was for the time being the Uourt of Admiralty of the Cinque Ports. 
The ht Worshipful Arthur Cohen, K.O., Master of the Court, was in 
possession of the bench, and the.cause to be tried was the claim of the 
master and crew of the lugger Reindeer, of Margate, for salvage services 
rendered to the Helen, a 13-ton yacht, which on the 29th of June, during 
a gale, dragged her anchor and ran on the Neyland rocks off Margate. 
Counsel for the plaintiffs and the defendants, though stuff-gownsmen, 
occupied the seats sacred to silks, it being one of the peculiarities of the 
Court of Admiralty of the Ciuque Ports that it has no bar. 








DEATH. 


Parxer.—On 15th December, Frank noe Parker, of Kynaston Lodge, Harrow Weald, 
and of 12, New-court, Carey-street, W.C., aged 59. 








COURT PAPERS. 
_SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or ReaisTaans 1x ATTENDANCE OF 


Date Emercency Appzat Court 6 
4 Rora. No, 2. EWICH, Brae. 
Monday, Dec,.....0++++.23 Mr. Beal Mr, Greswell Mr. Carrington Mr. Jackson 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Harpy, Farwsiu. Bucg.ey. Joyrcr, 
Monday, Dec. ........++ .23 Mr, Godfrey Mr. Church Mr. R. Leach Mr. W. Leach 


The Christmas Vacation will commence on Tuesday, the 24th of December, 1901, and 
terminate on Monday, the 6th day of January, 1902, both days inclusive, 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
RESULTS OF SALES. 
Re Ayroun.—Estares in Firesitinr. 
Mesers. H. E. Fostsx & Cranrigup offered the above by Auction, at the M+rt, E.C., 
on Wednesday last, ond were successful in findi.g purchasers for the whole of the Estates 
50 peters canoeing te SIG 008, Cite Seng SHS HeENS Aeigeet ene eeEED Coe 
season. 
Beversions, Lirt Pouices, ann SHares, 
The same firm held their usual i a Se he the above 
Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when the wing were Sold at the 
The total of the sale being £4,122. 
REVERSIONS : 
Absolute to Half of £1,656; lifeGO ... uu nenaee 


aii 





At the conclusion of the business at the last-named 3 
Jutice Walton will return to London, where che will remain until about 


a seesuce Be § 
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FLANAGAn, Joun, ——— Farmer Dec4 LC&HF Herham 
WINDING UP NOTICES. ang — ——y = ye A Rg ey sig hton Buzz 
EE, Hensert WALTER, Indian Service > etherton 
London Gasette.—Faipar, Dec. 18, Griuwapbe, Harriet, Ipswich Dec 8t Birkett & Co, Ipswich 
JOINT BTOCK COMPANIES. Hannisox, Witi1as, \ewcastle upon Tyne, Uab Proprietor Feb 21 Dransficld & Higa 
Sea SEEN, Senne teen ws Gowten, Devon, Labourer op Bes 81 Friend & Tarbet, Exeter 
Cuvs, fom, & Mrorr, Linirep, (ry  Romcencane ainem te ap ery on os before Hotr Many, Oldham Dec 25 Rowbotham, Oldham 
to send their namos 5°, of their debts or claims, * 
Gharies Broest Ball ck. Han ey. Liewellya & Son, Tunstall, solors for liquidators Brres, Te, i Et, Sie, ee, er Bek) See, 
Concrete Work anp Coystevotion Co 1TED—Creditors - ues on or before Kron, 4yne Dexarrerne, Kette Dec 30 Thurnall, Kettering 
Jan 26, to send their names and addressee, and the particulars of their debts or claims, Lance, Joun CHagzes. Blandford, Dorset, Cabinet Maker Dec 24 Brennand, Blandf 
to Constantine Nomico. 7, Norbury cres, Norbury Lear James Gopoagp, West Kirby.Chester Dec 81 Whitley & Co, Liverpo 
CooreaRpiz @xrt ners Limitep (1x LiquipaTion)—Creditors are required on or before Maier Lovis Izipon, Kingston Gill, Jan17 Wheatly & Co, New pe 
Jan 11, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, | winsuait, RACHEL, Gt Yarmouth Dee 7 ae Norwich 
to So heaidetos Hodge, 13, Montague rd, Richmond. Redfern & Hunt, Abchurch In, solors Mimarvierk, Isabet pet, Busaisirra, Ealing on 1 Jebouls, Bond ct, Walbrook 
Munpy, Euua ogton Jan1 Ellis ‘0, College hi 
Ontario Breweries, Limtep —Creditors are Fthetrd on or before Jan 25, to send their Prrerein, | hw 2 Bi Scarborough Dec2i Bond & Co, Leeds 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Edmund | Reanrva, James SuzwakD. Oxford ter Dec18 Cameron & Co, Old Broad st 
Pike, 3 2 and 3, West st, Finsbury circus. Baker & Co, Cannon st, solors to liquidator Ricuarpsoy, Jouy, Kensal Green Dec31 Lonsdale, Carlisle 
Bussiax tangy ay axp Minine Co, Limited (1x Liguipatiox)— —Creditors are required, | Ronis, Rev Joseru Benner, Cambrid Jan1 Tolhurst & O04 Gravesend 
S or before Jan 31, to send their name and ad: , and the particulars of their debts Rusa, Hangierre Euity, St Neots, Hunts Jani4 Gardiner & Son, Uxbridge 
Baa z Gu esemany een Weiscas eee ¢ te seed, on or before Jan 22 Scorr, Mzs Guonaixa, Brighton Dee 24 Wright & Co De 4 LO& HF 
8 ARAN . 4 4 
to send their dresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to — Hexham, Northumberland, Yeoman = Lockbatt 
Thomas Edwin Crocker, 8, Princes st TissHaw, WILLIAM Joun, New Southgate Jan 1 Martin, Guilihall chmbrs 
Tas Excersion Maonmne Syxpicare, Limitep —Creditors are souies, on or before Jan | Vaawzy, Davi, Wingrave, Buckingham, Farmer Jan15 Newton, Leighton Buzzari 
92, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their “debts or claims, to Wake, Jouy, Darlington Dec 31 Stewart Darlington 
Dowler, 6, Old Jewry ‘ Waker, CHARLES, Bradford, Woolsorter Dec 19 Newell & Co, Bradford 
‘Weer Ixpiay Or Co, Langue —Creditors are required. on or before Jan 21, to send their Wixrns, Mary ANN, Southtown, B affolke Jané6 Wiltshire & sons, Gt Yarmouth 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to firnest Charles Wirsa, JosEru, — ag 81 Buck & Co, —— 
st. Williams & Co, Laurence Pountaey ! hill, solors for the liquidator pec cena ttre Sige 
a , 


Un.imiTep ix CHANCERY. — oes Suinten, tau March 2 Hart-Dyke, Duchy of Lancaster Office, Lan 


Witewe UP OF THE ee Soucsr a te And boy ys 2. hd —— Et ee. . lm Leicester Dec 26 Deane & ‘Son, 1 L 


dresses. 0 orough 
Robert Hall, Victoria Victoria idee, Matlock Bridge, Derbyshire — by, oe Lancaster, Blacksmith Hart Dyke, Duchy of Lancasty 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec, 17. Bowen, SanaH Feaxces, Sevenoaks Dec 22 Wardley & Ge, Sevenoaks 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. Bryce, Jonny Panto Exmeuth Dec 30 Ford & Co, Exete: 
Lasivep w Omayozav. Buecui, WILLIAM ALFRED, Commercial Clerk Jan 11 Brooks, Birmioghan 
Borpett, Parrosopuer Joun, Southend on Sea, Licensed Victualler Dec 14 Tothumté 
Avteicuau Corract Dwexuives Co, Limtrep —Creditors are required, on or before Jan Cox, Southend on Sea 
20, to send their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to | Burnet, Simpson. Benmenby, York Dec3t Sutcliffe & Sutcliffe, Bridlington 
William Moody. 31, Market st, Altrincham Cuase. James, Woking Dec28 White, Guildford 
Tuomas Austen & Sons, Lum TeD—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send | CLeveLanp, The Most ‘Noble Carserine Lucy WILHELMINE, Duchess of, Grosvenor pl 
their names and addresses, and the pavtioulens « of th their debts or claims, to William Owen Jan12 Walfords, Bolton st Piccadilly 
Blackburn, Commas Bank chmbrs, Bradford. Mumford & Co, Bradford, solors for | Cotuizr, SrePHEN Paywe, Clevedon, Goanenet Dec 81 Langwortky, Bristol 
the liquidat Curr, Hargiet Rosamonp, Grosvenor st Jan 8 Herbert, en at, Burlington gdns 
— nome nae Larenig Jan | -“* & So . as, Colchester 
AVI EoRGE, Portbury, Somerset. Farmer Jan ‘aosbroug! 
Wanmixe To rvrenpine Hovss Purcuassns ann Lussens.—Before pur- | Fauzsons. Watrzn Puarr, Manchester, Outfitter Dec 21 Bowden & Livesey, Map 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly ester 
Tested and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Haut, Jouw Buaxe, Harrogate, York Dec 31 Greenwood, Wakefield 
Co C.E., ), 65, Victoria-street, West F HatuiweEtt, Percy, Birkdale Jan4 Green , Southport 
. (H. Carter, ~stree estminster. Fee | Hrarucors, Dame Se.iva, Totton, Southampton Jan 2 Houseman & Co, Princes st, 
uoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 25 years. Telegrams, Storey’s gate 
“Sanitation,” London. Telephone, “‘ No. 316 Westminster.’”’—[Apvr. ] Hzvox, Many Axx, Hatt, Cornwall Jan 10 Holt & Hulbert, Charles st, St James's 
ad Hicks Ouive Caruenine Southampton Jani Prior & Co, Bedford row 
—_ Turoat Inerration anp Coven ‘‘Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes’’ | Hisscu, Faaxces Exizasern, Grestord, Denbigh Jan 18 Hollams & Co, Mincing ts 
8 prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable | Kay. Davin, tlulbura, Otago, New Zealand Dec 31 Murray & Co, Birch 
reer pk. ee from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold onl Lezpam, Witu1am, Methuen, Massachusetts, US A Dec 23 Mossop, Bu vy 
ng J Y | Mawson, Capt Jon Sixc.arz, Hampton rd, Forest Gate Jan '8 Garr & Co, Rood In 
in labelled tins, price 7 "and 1s. a. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeso- | Marspex, Nicnouas, North b Kensington an7 Boyce, Old Broad 
pathic Chemists, London. —[Anvr. ] Mavnpes, Beery, Boscombe, Hants Jan 20 Bartlett & Large. omen at 
MovuLpEn, GzorcEe Dicx1xsox, Gray’sinn rd, Grocer Dec 31 Pointon, Welwya 
Nopen, James, vhester Jan 15 Cooks, Winsford 
CREDITORS’ NOTICES soance, SypNEy eens, Rosnees —, = Dae = Toa Bournemouth 
? tT, WItLiam, dley, C i anl per ra ey 
Roaps, Wituiam Kinasiey, Peckham, Civil Servant Des 2) Edwin & Co, Trinitys 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. Roruwe.., James Isoerwoop, Levenshulme, nr Manchester, Commercial ‘Travelle 
~~ nae ay ny ae Dee 21 Almond & Sons, Manchester 
London Gazette,—Faipay, Nov. Ww: Gedling 
fone, Frepexicx JonaTuay, Cambridge, Haddler Jan 15 2 C & 8 Burrows, Cambridge ee cae eee = ag hae uheoe ons 71 oe 
Bau, Tuomas (uwattes, Chesterton, Uambridge Dec 31 Foster, Cam! Duchy of Lancaster Utlice, Lane Lancaster 
Bass, W11114m Symuonps, Brecon, Draper Dec 31 D WE & M F Thomas, Simons, Joseru, Mrdington, W: ar Dec 81 Edge & Ellison, Birmingham 
Bevay, ay Francis, Mortimer mans, Mortimer st Jan 7 Thorowgood & Co, | Surry, Wittiam Brauey, en Dec 14 Smith, Sheffield 
Tucker, Gzorc#, Ilfracombe, Contractor Janil Rowe, Ilfracombe 
BritrTaix, , Harrogate, York Jan12 Smithson & Teasdale, York @ e 
Brora. Fou yn ortoe, Panes an 8 _ Tar et, Manchester 5 Tu —— Se Cupistiz, Leadenhall st, Shipbroker Jan % Hewitt & Urquhati, 
ABR, Kingston an P Warman, Esarnapvon, Armley, Leeds Dec 20 Emsley & Co, Leeds 
Carrzit, Nicnowas Hesey, Saltiey, Birmingham’ Jan 9 Tyler & Deighton, Waueon, » Bagvesic Roser BROOKE, Shrewsb’ Dec 31 * Miller & Co, Salters’ Hall ot 
Py Coo Jen? Murray & Co, Consett a sane oe ous ictoria st, Explosives Merchaat Jan 20 Cobbing, 
Cooxs, Exiza Grorciana, Brighton po 15 Fitzhugh & Co, Brighton Seem Cuaistorues. Hove Jan18 Woodbri & Sons, Uxbridge 
Cosszy. Jemma, Hilgay. Norfolk Dec3i Reed & a Downham Market Wess, Faancis Eowarp, Plymouth Jan4 Gidley & Son, Plymouth 
Caowrnen, Sazau Victore Maziz Louise, Bournemouth Dec 16 Jones, Haverford- | Wester, Rosesrr, sen, ary Weusrer, jun, Many Ann Wenstss, and Joun Waicat 
west Wester, Derby Jani¢ Stone, Derb: 
Dave, Cuances, Hastings Jan 10 Ray, Hastings Waits, Exizaberu, Ainvick, Provision, Merchant Dec 13 Percy 
Davipsox, DanizL, a Jan 27 Bees & Hindley, iacantoe Witiiaus, Janz, Lichfield 19 Chinn & Son, Lichfield 
Down, Fawny, stoney Stoke. Dec 31 Rutter & ay ee Wincanton Woop, bicnagp, Knaresborough Jan15 Kirby & Ly Harrogate 
Dvca, dzayx Louis Szvastizn Pavt, Paris Dec 19 Solomon, Yares, Groner, Southport Dec 31 Buck & Co, Southport 























BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. | Gramrczr, Gzonce, Gt Grieasby, Fruit Merchant Gt { McGzonaz, Gzorce, jun, Canning Town. Essex, Cort 
London Gasette.—Fuivay, Deo. 13, | Games, Eowano fee a} Ord Dec sotd ie Dealer High Court Pet Dec il Ord D Dec 11 
x RECEIVING ORDEBS. Newtown Pet Nov 31 ree 9 Radnor, paper Mase, eeesan, Gatien, Horsebreaker  Roches# 
om ~y~ Betiestene, Bolicitor Canterbury Pet | Basgen poy Leeds, Teeth f Specialist Leeds Pet Murzox, Bow x ALTHUR, Birmingham, 8 Adler Birmise 
UGOOD. orwich iterer orwich am 
oS eine — = Pet Nov | Hunbex, Marruiss, Darlington, Baker Stockton on Tees | yy way, Jaws, Blackburn Blackburn Pet Deo It Ont 
a Berimouth Pe Decora Deeg? ot Merchant | Be ermal, ek Dee? Ori Dect ome Painter Gt | wuwsox, Saune, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pot Dec10 Os 
“ie eT a Phy; Oc 26 Ond Dee 10 > | eT Od Dee 11 Putney, Tailor Wandsworth Pet Deo Paver, pooeme Py a ty Butcher’s Assistast 
Cotas, Witiiam, mpstead, Grocer High Court Fet | | Homrnasys, Jouy Goopmay, Beaumaris. A ~s 4 Omnibus Mastbourne 6 Dee 10 
Decll Ord Dee 11 Pro Bangor Pet Dec 10 ae Sasatat Heinumene aanoens tieannadieil 
Onsen, om. Iifracombe, Baker Barnstaple Pet Dec | | Bron, F ue oe Jou, , Biemingliam, Pruiterer Birming- spores Victualler Tauuton Pet Nov 30 
t 


Dec 11 1 
Davizs, Amuvnx Joun Tydfil, Locomotive | Janzs. Mounis, Tos my te Builder Pexxs, Joseru, West Bromwich, Painter West Bromwid 
pavtive, Me thy: Tyail “Pet Bee 9 Ord Dec 9 pot | Lak Nor %, Und Dec 9 agen procktt ee, “Ord Dec 8 os 
‘VIRB, aM, Droitwich. Grocer orces' AW, wn verpool Pe Dealer verpo 1G0TT, SKIPWITH KWOOD upenton, Liandads 
Dee 9 Ord Dec 9 23 Ord Dec 9 4 us ot Fes Bank Accouctant Bangor Pet Dec7 Ord Deo 10 


om, Saaca, Meon, Lancs, Tea Merchant Blackburn Borman, ax, W, bd ay hn Deagton, Coal Merchant Windsor P# 


Pet 
iding Moor, ver Tailor | | tas BamuveL, Man 
ie ca Hal cree oars ks, On Den chester, Boot Dealer Salford Pet Dec} Rexp, 0, NE, Laurence a In High Court Pet Matt 


Dube, Pedenneer Derby | kore Bans Pow Tredegar, Mon, Outfitter Tredegar Bavacn pons J Bassx, Belby, Yorks, Farmer —_ te 
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fouorIELD, CHARLES Leaon, Oldham, Builder Oldham 


guoarr, HicHARD, Olayton_le Ty Lanc:, Biacksmith 
Backsmith PtDec9 Ord Dec9 

Tuzy, Hxxzy, Gt Horton, Bradford, General Dealer 
Bradford Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 

Warxer, Tuomas Epwarp. Barnard Castle, Durham. 
Tobacconist Stockton on Tees Pet Dec 10 Ord 


‘oun. Hvueu, Salford, Salesman Salford Pet Dec9 
Ord Dec? Dp, Balham, Butcher Wandsworth Pet 
Nov 2t Ord Dec ll 


‘Amended notice substituted for that published ia 
the London Gazette of Dec 6 : 
Bicuarpsoy, James Francis, and Rosgrt Coox, Man- 
chester. Solicitors Manchester Pet Nov1 wurd Decé 
Amevded notice substitated —, that ee in the 
London Gazette of Dec 1 
Buauey, Joun, Starbeck, Yorks York “Pet Dec6 Ord 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Aveoop, Bee at, Norwich, Fruiterer Dec 20 at 12 Off 
Bee, 8, King st, N Norwich 
Banker, James, Nottingham, Carter Dec20 at 12 Off Res, 
4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
BartieTtT, WILLIE, Landport, Hants, Coal Merchant 
oe Off Bec, Cambridge junc, Bigh st, Ports- 


iicmen. Ticias, Enfield, Wine Merchant Dec 20 at 12 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 
Brox Epwanp, Lowestoft Dec 20 at 1230 Off Ree, 8, 
King st, Norwich 
Besnett, Hersert Harry, Wolverhampton, Paint-r 
Dec 28 at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Berry, WILLIAM Devenport, Buckland 8t Mary, Somerset, 
Farmer Dec 17 at 12 Off Rec, 58, Hammet st, Taunton 
Biaymnes, Ropert, Bradfo:d, Cycle Dealer Dec 28 at 11 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradf ford 
Bosi.1, GzorcE, Barrow on Humber, Gardener Dec 20 at 
1l Off Rec, 16, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Bramizy, Joun. Starbeck, Yorks Dec 20 2A 2.15 Off Rec, 
2, Stonegate, York 
BRamMALL, ALFRED CHARLES, Lancaster, Confectioner 
Lec 23 at 1130 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, ‘Preston 
Ciazk, Francis HENRY, and WALTER Wittiam Rip.tey 
Kingston upon Hull, Beer Bottlers Dec 20 at11 Off 
Ree, Trinity House In, Hull 
Cox, eg Swindon, Milk Contractor Dec 23 at 11 30 Off 
Rec, 38, Regent circus, Swindon 
Davizs, ARTHUR JoHN. Twynyrhodyn, Merthyr Tydfil, 
a Driver Decz0at3 185, High st, Merthyr 
Ty 
Davizs, Witt1am, Droitwich, Worcs, Se Dec 20 at 
11,15 45, Vopenbagen st, ‘Worceste 
Davis, Fauest WALTER Swindon, edenl: h Dec 28 at 
li Off Rec, 28. Begent circus, * 8windon 
Exyorp Josera Cuankves, Bournemouth, Grocer Dec 20 at 
1¥.30 Off Rec, Mndiess st, Salisbury 
Fercusoy. Peter Tuomas Blackpool, Confectioner . Dec20 
at3 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Ginss, ReGINALD AUBREY, Wednesbury, Baker Deco 23.at 
11.80 Off Rec, Wolverhamp ton 
Gotpinc, BELMoN, ‘Liverpool, Ladies’ Tailor Dec 23 at 12 
Bankrapuwy bl ge, ' arey st 
Guxpry, Benxy Joun, Shiley, Southampton, Baker Dec 
Wats Off Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 
Hanvorp, WALTER, ‘Leeds Teeth Specialut Des 20 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Hinsuatt, tarry, St Anne’s on the Sea, means Journalist 
Dec 23 at 11 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Presto 
Hvawortn, WILiiaM, slackpool, Grocer thee 23 at 1116 
Off Rec. 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Jamas, Morais, Towyn, Merioneth, Builder Dec 20 at 11 
Tuwn Hall, Aberystwith 
Mason, GroraE Baker, Higham, nr Bury St Edmunds, 
General Shop Keeper Dec 20 at2 Angel Hotel, Bury 
8t Edmunds 
Marruzws, Raymonp Asx, Hornsey Dec 28 at 2.80 
ba: kruptcy bicgs. Carey st 
Mzapz, WitL1aM Chatham, Horse Breaker Dec 80 at 
12.15 115, Bigh et, Rochester 
Newrox James ds, Builaer Dec 20 at 1180 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Le-ds 
a _— Leeds Dec 20 at 3 Off Reo, 47, Full 
1 er' 
Patniser Tle, Bradford, Fruit Salesman Dec 20 at 11 
Off Re: 31, "Manor row, Bradford 
_— Hawn Peary ——— st, aL Srna 
-D ¢ 28 at 12 aukruptcy Carey at 
Rapvorp, Waurer Cambrioge, Cattle Deaer Dec 2lat 12 
Uff Rec, 6, Petty Cury, Cambridge 
Ruzy, Frank, Leicester, Clothier Dec 20 at 12.80 Off 
— 1,  Berriage st, Leicester 
Wh Chesterfield, 


Moo: 
acdler Lev 20 at 8.30 "Off Rec, ‘i, Full st, Derby 
Roves, Gronce Haut, ch ropant 
Deo 21 at 8.15 County Court bldgs Cheitenham 
ELL. MATTHEW SHaNks, and Siongy Henry RussE.1, 
Barrow in Furness, Usbinet Makers Dec 20 at 11.15 
Off Rec 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Farness 
Sivacn, Joux Henny, Selby, Yorks, Farmer Deo 24 at 
Pa... Off Rec, 23, Stonegate, York 
fomauzs, Woty, ‘Kingston upon Hull, Grocer Deo 20 at 
Kec, Trinity House In. Hull 
Tury, Henny, Bradford, General Dealer Dio 20 at 11,30 
Off Reo, 31, Manor row, Bracford 


ADJUDICATIONS 








Abaus, Percy Arvaep, and Martin Mauaicg Frank. Bast- 
ntatens Importers High Court Pet Nov 1¢ 


Buaros, 1 i Evfield, Wine Merchant Edmonton 
tes Nov 27 Ord Dec 11 
par Kpwarp, Croydon Croydon Pet Nov29 Ond 


Cours, Wintiaw, Hampstead, Grocer High Court Pet 
Deol Ora Dee 11 
bare oa Ilfracombe, Baker Barnstaple Pet Dec 


Merthyr Tydfil, 
Driver Merthy Pet Dec 9 Ord 


Dec 9 

Davigs, Wriu1aM, peeath, Worcester, Grocer Worcester 
Pet Dec9 Ord Dec ‘ 

mat ey aa, ‘Ormskirk, Cycle Maker Liverpool 


4 Ord Dec 11 
Fexaitt, Taomas, Holme on Moor, Yorks, Tailor 
Kingston 9 


upon Bulli Pet 9 Ord Dec 
eston, Derby, Fishmonger Derby 


a Grima Grorcs, Gt oaase. Fish Merchant Gt 


Daviss, AnTHuR Ka fete eae 


Futiwoop, Louisa, Lkeston. 
Pet Ord Dec 9 


GrEto! cet me Quoclen pl th Kensington 
ILLY JULius, ley , 

me ardst Hig h Court Pet March 15 “Sea Dee 
RFORD, ALTER, Leeds, Specialist Leeds 
Dec? Ord Deo? : 


Harrietp, James Martin, Putney, Architect 
worth Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec6 


Wands- 






















Hepees, Exisan Tuomas Henry, South Norwood, Builder 
Croydon Ord Dec 5 


Heseitixe, Joun Epwarp. Gt Grimsby, Painter Gt 

‘ Otome ee Ord Dec 7 ‘ 

ames, Mortis Towyn, Merioneth, Builder Aberystwith 
Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 11 

Kunrwarp, Witi1am Henat, Bradford, Restaurant Keeper 
Bradford Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 10 

Kyowtes, Rosgert, and Artuur Bartiert, Victoria s' nae at = 
Westminster, Omnibus Proprietors High Court 


KE eae we d st, Burdett rd, Dra; High 
RAMER, SOLOMON, lor 
Court Pet Oct 22 Ord Dec 11 a 


Law, Huau, Liverpool, Provision. Dealer Liverpool Pet 
Nov 23 "Ord Dee 1i 


Lawson, 8amust, Nelson, Tea Merchant Blackburn Pet 
L ——q -- Plow Tredegar, Mon, Outfi Tred 
EVINE, Barnett. New T: tter ar 

Pet Dec9 Ord Dec ” 

McCowan, Frorence Lucy, Elm Park mans High Court 
Pet Nov 11 Ord Dec 9 

McGrorce, Gronce, jun. Canning Town, Essex, Corn 
Deal igh Vourt Pet Decli Ord Dec 11 

Meapg, Wittiam, Horse Breaker Rochester 
Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 10 

Mrrtoy, Epwin 4rzruvus, Birmingham, Saddler Bi:ming- 
ham Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 

— 2 ames, Blackburn Blackburn Pet Decil Ord 

— anime, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet Dic10 Ord 

1 

Perks Joszpu, West Segeeth, Painter West Bromwich 

Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 


Roserrs, WituaM, ~ _— Bicnarps Owey, Map- 
» en chants Manchester Pet Nov 1 
Ord Dec 9 

SavacE, Joun Henry. Sate, Yorks, Farmer York Pet 
1 2.) re 

oe EORG ™, ery 

thyr Tydfil” Pet Nev 22 O.d Dec 9 
geragen, ” Jam James "Tuomas, Sutton Scotney, Hants, 
Winchester Pet Nov23 Ord Dec 9 





Tsompson, Ricuarp, Claytoa le Moors, Lancs, Blacksmith 
Blackburn Pet } Pet Dec9 Ori Dec 
Tixzy, Henny, Bradford, General Dealer Bradford Pet 
Des 9 Ord Dec 9 


Masroa, and Brionarp Sanrcayt Pe ny 

ar, Meat Dealers Birmingham Pet Oct 18 
Turpin Witi1am Heney Auien, Aldersgate st, Underwear 

Manufacturer High Court. Pet Nov 2 Ord Deo 
Wasser, Tuomas 2 Sn Baraoard Czestle, Durham, 

Bairdreeser Tees Pet Dec 10 Ord Deci0 
Wicxirs, Le ae 

Company 


EL Be Stephen's, chu chmbis, Telegr 
rc Bet Oct 1S Ord 


Dec aad 
Waseem, Bosn, Gosling, Salford, S8:lesman Salford Pet 
Wruts, Warrxe, Bepeis Dea’ Des Seartaten: Merchant Liver- 
pool Pet 
Potion eubetiveted, for that amas in 


the London Gazette of Dec 
Bramuey, Joun, Starbeck York Pet ty 6 O:d Decé 
London Gazetée.—Tuxspay, Dec, 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
oon, Fo Tuomas, Sunderland, Fruiterer Sunderland 


1 Ord Dec 11 
t Cornwall, Builder 


Barrett, Rev Auraep ALLEN. Clay + 8u Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Oct 25 Dec 1 H — 


1 
BraysHaw, Jonny, Scarcliffe, Derby, Grocer Nottingham 
Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 


BRockLEsBy, eee Boston, Lines, Hosier Boston Pet 
Leclé Ord Dec 14 

CHADFIELD, Gas, Rothley, Leicester, Market Gardener 
Leicester Pet Dec 13 Urd Dec 18 

Cueistuas, Davin, Lianelly, Farnaceman Carmarthea 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

Coz, Joun Wi jun, em ee iiom, Market Gar- 
dener Boston Dec13 Ord Dec 

Court, Amen Newent, Glos Pet Dec 13 

Ord Dec 13 


CrowrTHer, James. Burn'ey, Herb Beer Manufacturer 
D. Rg wey ome Newport, Me Grocer Newport, 
AviES, Ricuarp Evay, Ne o. 
Mon Ord Dec13 ' ~ 


Fettows WALTER, ‘ola Hill, Staffs, Commission Agent 
Dudley Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 

ep pen, Builder’ "High Court Pet Nov 
1 

Gavnt, Jonx, 8t Ives, ponte, Cattle Dealer Peterborough 

Sees tee SA Storrington,'Sussex High 
rNsworTH, EpwarD ~ 0 ex 
Court Pet Nov zl Ord Dec 13 

Hat, James Tuomas, Chiswick Bre:tford Pet Nov 14 
Ord Lec 12 

Hoare, Witi1am Henry, Swansea, Mason Swansea Pet 
Deol2 Ord Dec 12 

Hore Cuarres, 5 Watchmaker High Court 
Pet Dc2 Ord Dec 13 

Horngocss, Joun, sale, Ubest r Manchester Ord Dee 13 





Funds exceed - 


alterations, to 













EQUITY AND LAW 


ELIEH ASSURANOE SOOIETYT. 
ESTABLISHED 


1844. 
£3,600,000. 


LONG-TERM ‘POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full information and other important 
SECRETARY, 18, LINOOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 





NEEDS HELP. 
J. @ WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 


a neg (not 
Office by Practical Conveyancer (not a | 
solicitor) of o- siderab! to assist principal or 
to manage; skilled draftsman moderat- ; S| 
recommended.—Tirix, 76%, Romford-rosd, Manor Park, B. 


Liscosrg — Sol citor (recently Admtted) eine! 
Conveyancing and General Clerkship in Country 








in 
= calary 
Avenne-parede, Ham Ay 


BENAMIN SPARKS (deceased), — The | 
Solicitor who called at 116, a h-street, esting. | 
—— for rte A or Relations of above, is requested to 








only only child of above, at 161, Harold-road, Hastings, Sussex. 


ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., | 


| must undertake to remaia four ¥ 
Conveyancing and general routine a7) | | £16°.—B., “ Solicitors’ Journal a Ottice, 27, ae 
arrangement.—S, W. H., 5, W.c, is 


Mrs. Exity Cruse ine Emily Sparks), | i 


M2®;°;, C. SPURLING, M.A.,. B.C. L. L. (Oxford), 
Hy bg tate Scholar 


of 
| Editor of the Biition of “Smith’s Manual of 
Law,” Petter lee. continues to PREPARE 


_ Common 
eS Se ny w Examinations by Day, 
| Evening, or Post. 


ment Wanted in a City | up 


Examinations, 1900.—10 Pupils (all those sent 
Examinations, March, 1901.—25 sent up, 21 passed, 


(ae 
11, New-court, Carey-street, W.C 


yen on South Quass, competent and 
Ulerk, acous- 

Pht a — shy es: if admitted 
ears; comm-n salary 





OCUMENTS Ba oe to Es’ 
Dp? ot the late RNTS ot reper ane 4 
| Unde Su 


with his 
under- Lyne, 
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Joys, Freperick, Bradford, Builder Bradford Pet Dec 
18 Ord Dec 13 


Lewis, Frepenicx, Slough, House Furnisher Windsor 
Pet D-ci8 Ord Dec 18 

Luwevre & Sons, A, Spitalfields, Boot Manufacturers High | 
Court Pet Dec 1L Ord Dec 13 

Magers, Witi14m Jonny, Herne Hill, Office Fitter High | 
Court Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 » 

Mereyweatuer, Franx Arruur, Aldermanbury, Sere | 
Warebousena” High Court Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 1 

Newsicix, Epwarp Josern, Newcastle upon Tyne, Tailor 
Neweastie upon Tyne Pet Dec14 Ord Dec 14 

Page, AtraEp, Leintwardine, Hereford Leominster Pet | 
Nov 28 Od Dec 12 

Parsonacr, Sxptimus, Finchley rd, Gongeng Promoter 

High Court Pet Oct 21 Ord Dee1 

Pert, Hervserrt, 
Eémonton Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 1 

Dongee < James, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet Nov26 Ord 


Pucu, Ricuarp CHARLES, are, Hairdresser 
Southamp'on Pet Dec14 Ord Dec 1 

Bosrnson, Exeanor, Leeds, Fruiterer Lats Pet Dec 11 
Ord Dec 11 

Surn, 
High Court Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 12 

Suirnizs, Davip 
Manufacturer Halifax Pet Nov26 Ord Dec6 

Sraxpevenx, Harry Waps, Macclesfield. Brush Manu- 
facturer Macclesfield Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 12 

Tuomas. Davin, Neath, Glam, 

Ord Dec 12 


Towxsewp, Grorce, jun, Hampden st, omer rd, Carman 
High Court Pet Decll Ord Dee'l 
Youxc ALrrep bdo my septate Herts, Florist Luton | 
Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Queen’s Hotel, Hastings 


Woed Green. Horticultural Builder | 


Salierhebble, nr Halifax. Woollen | 


| 
| 


| 


*LFRED Hensy, New Cress, Manufacturers’ Agent | 


Grocer Neath Pat Dee 12 | 


oo Jouy THomas a a ” mead Dee 24 at 12 | 


Rec, 25, Jchn st, Sunderlan: 

Barron. Lzo Manvet, Cardiff, Commercial Clerk Dee 31 
atil 117, 8 Mary st, Card 

Biarwistie, Herpert. i Baker Dec 24 at 11 
174, Corporation s*, Birmingham 

Breagey, WittiaM Batley. Yorke, Innkeeper Dec 24 at 11 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Casot, Faaycis Puiwir, Jermyn st, Public house Manager 
Jani-t12 Bar kruptey biégs, Carey st 

Creaspy. Encar,and Wii1iiam Gronce Hassziey, Sheffield 
Dee 24 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Coaxzr. Epwix. Berrynarbor Devon. Builder Dee 31 at 
1130 Sanders & Son High st, Barnstaple 

Cotzs, Wititiam, Hampstead, Grocer Dec 31 at 230 
SBaukruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


| Wain JouN Wim, Gt Grimsby, Draper Dec 31 at 11 
Arxixsox, Arnruur Folkestone, Solicitor Dec 30 at 12 Grimeb: 


ConIBEAR, com. Ly meee Baker Dec 3l1atil Sanders 
& Son, High st, Barnsta’ 

Dossoy, WILL1AM Wanssm, Pwllheli, Carnarvon, Grocer 
Dec 30 at 3 Sporteman Hotel, Portmadoc 

Downtk, Joun LEssrxs, Leg 7 » Codie Maker Lec 31 at 
12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

| Hasxsnaw, 5, 3 neds Builder Dee 2: 24 at 12.30 Off Rec, 

Pe. Mosse Cheetham, Manchester, Cap eeeuiacaner 
Dec 31 at 230 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchest 

| GairriTus, Frepesick, TallistownCwm, ur Ebbw Vale, Mon, 
Ironmonger Dec 30 at8 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfi: 

Horcrorr, Ernest Dicey, King’s Heath, Worcester, 
Incurance sgent Dec 24 at 12 174, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

Lacy. (Homas, Liverpool, Baker Dec 31 at2 Off Bec, 35, 
Victoris st, Liverpool 

LasHBROOKE, —" ‘grasped. Pork Butcher Dec 31 at 
12,30 Off Victoria st, Liverpool 

| Link, Jonw Wan Northumberland av, Company Pro- 

moter Jan1at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

| Lioyp, Wriuam Oniver, Pw ,» Carnarvon, Grocer 
Dec 20 at 2.45 Sportsman Hotel, Po 

McCowan, Fiorence Lucy, Elm Park mans Dec 81 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Oarey st 

Moxcrzirre, Roxaup, Pall Mall Dec 81 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptcy blégs, Carey st 

| Mornis, Samvet, Fenchurch st Jan2 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Pranrce, ARCHIBALD ViNCENT, Bishop’s Lydeard, Somersets, 
Licensed Victualler Dec 24 at 11 Off Rec, 5p, 
Hammet st, Taunton 

Pre., Sir Ropst, Piccadilly Jan 2 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs Carey st 

| Ropinsoy, Ereanor, Leeds, Fruiterer Dec 24 at 11 Off 

22, Park row, Leeds 


Off Rec, 15. Osborne st, Gt y 
Wa xen, Taomas, Whitstable, Corn Merchant 
Off Ree. 68, ‘ astle st, Canterbury 
Witiiams, Hues, Salford, pm meal Dec 81 at 2.45 Off 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
| Vear, Epwarp. Newark on Trent, Grocer Dec 24 at 11 
Of Bec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Avcoop, Royat, Norwich, Fruiterer Norwich Pet Nov 26 
Ord Dec 12 


Avstiy, Joun Tuomas, “+ nme Fruiterer Sunderland 
Pet Decil Ord 

Biayaires, Rosset, Bradford, Cycle Dealer Bradford Pet 
Dec 11 Ord Dee 12 

BraysHaw, Joun. Scarcliffe, Derby, Grocer Nottingham 
Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 

Brockiessy, Wii.14M, Boston, Lincs, Hosier Boston Pet 
Dec14 Ord Dec 14 


Jan 2 at 9 





CHADFIELD, eset, Rothly, Lalucsian, Market 
Leicester Pet Dec13 Ord Dee 13 

Cuass. Ernest Focar, Lakenheath, Suffolk, 
Victualler Hastings Pet Oct 19 Ord Dec ig 

Guages, Davip, Lianelly, Fur 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

CrzasBy, Epear, and Gzorez Wiis Basen, 

effield Sheffield Pet Sept 17. Ord = ta 

Core. Jonn Wituiam, juo, Hundleby Lincs, Muy 
Gardener Boston Pet Dec 13 Ort Dew 18 

Court, Bexsamin, Newent, Glos Gloucester Pet Duy 
Ord Dee 13 

Crowrner, James, Burnley, ng Beer Manutfectn 
Burnley Pet Dec13 Ord D 

Eannsuaw, 8, Sheffield, Builder Bheffiela Pet Ost 
Ord Dec 18 

Fritows, Wares, Old Gill, em Com mission Ages 

a D phy ni Bik 

REENHAM, ILFRED Henry, And irkenhead 
Sept 20 Ord Dec 11 M 

Hepwortnu, Lewis, Tunbridge Wells, Printers’ Enging 
Tuobridge Wells Pet Nové Ord Dec ll 

Hoare, bar = Henry, Swansea, Mason Swansea 
Dec 12 Ord 12 


JonzES, ling Pee. Bradford, Builder Bradjy 
Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 13 

MenrywearueR, Frank Anruur, Aldermanbury, Hosen 
Warehouseman High Court Pet Dec 12 Ord Dee 

Mo.enxamp, Jonny, Villiers st Strand, Hotel Manage 
Bigh Court Pet May14 Ord Dec 12 

Morais, Samuzt, Fenchurch st High Court Pet Oxy 
Ord Dee 12 

Paras. Sipnzy Hepsert, Dover, potters Amity: 

astbourne Pet Dec 10 Ord Dec 

PeR ARCHIBALD Vincent, Bishop’s Somene, 
Licensed{Victualler Taunton Pet Nov,30 Ord Dey 

PEAsEGoop, Wituram, Western = Grouch End Hit 
Court Pet Oct 29 Ord Dec 1 

Perkins. James, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet Novy 
Ord Dec 12 

Piccort, Skipwith Locxwoop Pemprrroy. Livaduiy 
Bank Accountant Bangor Pet Dec 7 Ord Dey 

PucumULurr, GerHaRD Bopo, Rorslyn hill, Hampstead, 

ineer High Court Pet July 19 Ord Dee ll 

Pucu, Ricuarp CuHaries. Southempton, Hairdrse 
Southumpton Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 4 

Pcrman, Wittiam West Drayton, Coal Merchant Winky 
Pet Nov18 Ord Dec 10 

Ropryson. Erzanor, Leeds, Fruiterer Leeds Pet Del 
Ord Dec 11 


Sranpevex, Harry Wave, Macclesfield, Brush Max 
facturer Macclesfield Pet Dec3 Ord Dec 14 

Tuomas, Davin, Neath, Grocer Neath PetDec12 Ord Dali 

Youne, Atrrep WILLIAM, ne, Herts, Florist Law 
Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 1 




















CAW’ 
FOUNTAIN 
PENS 


THE “EASY” 
A most useful Pen, 


THE 
An Ideal Pen for Ladies. 


THE 
Beautifully made and finished. 
which never fails. 


The best production of its kind. 
others. 


or the Bole Wholmale A 





FAMOUS 


ARE POPULAR 
ALL OVER THE WORLD. 


PEN. 

suitable for all work, 
From @/# to 96/6 cach. 

“DAINTY” PEN. 

No larger than a lead pencil. 
S/=@ and Q/«# each. 


* DASHAWAY” PEN. 
It has a double feed, 
From §0/6 to 24/« each. 


THE NEW PATENT “SAFETY” 


Absolute'y air and ink tight. 
From 42/6 to 2G/« each. 


Tilusts ated Catalogue, giving full particulars, to be had of all Stationers, 
gents: 


EYRE & SPOTTISWOODE, Great New Street, E.C. 





WRITE 
TO 


Reduced 
Illustration 
of Safety Pen. 





PEN. 
It is different to all 


vic? 








ORIA 


BAYLISS. 
JONES 
& 


MFRS. OF 
WIRE FENCING, ETC. 








ise Tal 





Low Prices. 


IRON HURDLES. 
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